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Abstract
With an increasing number of students with diverse and complex identities attending colleges and
universities, higher education institutions (HEIs) need to adapt to better serve their intersectional lives.
At the centre of service delivery at most HEIs is the registrar’s office (RO), often offering services from
before a student’s arrival right through to graduation. This Organizational Improvement Plan (plan)
explores building a student-centred service delivery model in an RO at a large comprehensive university
in Ontario. Organizational structures in HEIs are commonly vertically based on the specialty of work of
the staff member rather than the horizontal crosscutting needs of the student. Students’ questions are
often not isolated to a single issue and are informed by standard aspects like their degree program, and
unique aspects like their racial identity, sexual orientation, or financial status. Taking a student-centred
approach means taking into consideration a student’s social identity through an intersectional lens. The
plan is executed through an authentic transformative leadership lens and is grounded in student
development theory, the concept of intersectionality, and social identity theory. It suggests a path
forward that is guided by a multistage approach to bring about substantive organizational change,
uniquely different than a traditional one-stop-shop model, and instead equipping skilled professionals at
the first point of contact to support students, minimizing referrals, and maximizing holistic support. The
change recommended in this plan is multilayered, complex, and unique, but will systemically change the
way service is expected by, delivered to, and engaged with students—for the better.
Keywords: student-centredness, intersectionality, social identity, registrar, student
development, authentic leadership, transformative leadership, organizational structures
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Executive Summary
The landscape of higher education institutions (HEIs) in Ontario and across Canada is quite
competitive in the areas of recruitment, retention, and success of students. An RO often acts as a key
point of contact for a student from before their start at an HEI, through their experience till graduation.
There is an exceptional opportunity to offer students a high degree of quality service to build a great
student-centred experience (Kramer, 2003).
Traditional RO structures lean on service delivery models that silo services based on the
specialty of work, rather than meeting the student where they are at in their process (Kramer, 2003;
Lauren, 2006). The Problem of Practice (PoP) being addressed is the lack of student-centredness in
service delivery models in the RO at a large HEI in Ontario, Comprehensive University (CU; a
pseudonym). This plan explores how to resolve this PoP through the presentation of a solution and a
comprehensive change plan to support students, staff, and CU move through this organizational and
culture change.
Chapter 1 introduces CU and several driving factors behind this large HEI. It offers a reflection on
the university’s revised academic plan (CU, 2021b) and its desire to build capacity to bring about access
to a broad population of students: a student community that is composed of a majority receiving
government student aid, and an ever-growing number that is coming from outside Canada from greater
diverse populations (CU, 2021d). The chapter continues by highlighting my leadership approach as an
authentic (Avolio et al., 2009; Bass et al., 2003; Bass & Avolio, 1993; Elrehail et al., 2018; George, 2003;
Walumbwa et al., 2008) and transformative (Amey, 2006; Astin & Astin, 2020; Shields, 2010, 2012)
leader and situates the leadership approaches in the PoP as previously described. The problem
highlights several questions centred on the traditional structures of CU, the rigidity of its culture and the
number of change opportunities occurring concurrently. It ends by leveraging Cawsey et al.’s (2016)
change-readiness assessment, to highlight that change will be difficult to accomplish at CU given
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previous change experiences and staff at CU’s openness for change. This chapter provides a foundation
of the organizational context at CU, my leadership approach, and the overall vision for change within the
transformative PoP.
Chapter 2 situates my authentic transformative leadership approach to the context of CU. It
then shifts to introducing the framework to lead the change process. Guiding the change process is
social identity theory (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Tajfel, 1982; Tajfel & Turner, 2004), student development
theories—namely challenge and support (Sanford, 1967) and the model of multiple dimensions of
diversity (Jones & McEwen, 2000)—and the concept of intersectionality (Crenshaw, 1989, 1991;
Crenshaw et al., 2019). Social identity theory grounds the student development theories and concept of
intersectionality. A student’s intersectional identities impact how they make decisions and how they are
supported. Part of the staff’s social identity is formed through their intersectional identities, in the same
way as students’ identities. The focus of this plan cannot take on discussing the role intersectionality has
in the social identity development of staff and will focus instead on students’ lives, leaving the staff lens
to be explored in a future discussion. With this framework to lead the change process in mind, this plan
proposes three solutions to the PoP and suggests a solution that builds up and empowers the service
delivery unit and the staff within it. The solution centres the student in the work and ensures that
people can feel empowered to do the work and complete service at the first point of contact, minimizing
referrals, story retelling, and forcing students to learn about our organizational structures to receive
service. The chapter concludes by highlighting some relevant equity, social justice, and decolonization
challenges with the work.
Chapter 3 offers a comprehensive change implementation plan guided by the change models of
Hiatt (2006), Kotter (2012), and Lewin (1951). Kotter’s (2012) eight-stage process provides an
overarching perspective for implementing the change plan, taking into consideration CU’s context and
implementation issues. The chapter continues to outline the monitoring and evaluation plans,
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recognizing the interrelation between the two and guided by Cawsey et al.’s (2016) model. Developing
clear performance indicators and targets will be key for both plans to have easily measurable factors to
assess against. As this is a foundation-shifting change that will transform the core of the organization,
the summative evaluation will occur after a few years and once there is a clear picture of the impact of
the organizational and cultural change and its level of adoption. What will be key for this change’s
success is consistency in the message, and this chapter offers a comprehensive four-phase
communication approach (Cawsey et al., 2016). Attention to knowledge mobilization efforts align key
messages for the change so all groups can convey consistent messaging. The chapter concludes by
highlighting the opportunity and future considerations for the RO, the field in Canada, and at CU, and
framing opportunities for the greater good of students through such a foundational change. There is an
acknowledgment that achieving this substantive change will not be a straightforward process, but one
that requires a systemic culture shift. The suggested solution to this PoP will realize that change and will
achieve results over an extended period attaining the greater good in that time.
This plan contends and reinforces concepts by Decker (2013), Keeling et al. (2007), Kuh (1996),
and Lauren (2006) that ROs often resemble isolated structures. They are vertical and engaged with their
own goals and objectives rather than being horizontal and able to see the connection with other units or
the broader goals of the institution through crosscutting their needs—in the way students approach
their issues. Navigating around CU’s minimal success on historical change projects, coupled with longservice staff members who have not been exposed to culture change at the institution, will be a
roadblock that will need to be overcome to realize the solution and this change implementation plan.
The barriers are not insurmountable, but systemic, therefore coordinated effort to learn and unlearn for
staff, faculty, and students will be necessary to make moves toward this change.
Centring this work on the needs of a student brings the focus on this greater good of HEIs.
Recognizing the intersectional identities (Crenshaw, 1989) of students and leading organizational
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structures and work to meet those needs is the foundation of this plan. It challenges the status quo,
positions a change plan for transformative action, and ensures that HEIs think about more than
themselves when styling service delivery to their largest stakeholder population.
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Definitions
Intersectionality: When reflecting on identity, intersectionality speaks to the relationship with sex and
race and has recently expanded to include concepts of sexuality, gender, class, and other identities
(Crenshaw, 1989).
Social identity theory (SIT): Rooted in social psychology, SIT reframes identity and behaviours based on
their membership in a single or multiple groups: racial, ethnic identity, skill set, competency, and social
connections (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Ellemers & Haslam, 2012; Farmer et al., 2003; Haslam et al., 2014;
Stets & Burke, 2000; Stryker, 2007; Tajfel, 1982; Tajfel & Turner, 2004). SIT is described as a theory that
predicts certain intergroup behaviours based on perceived group status differences, the perceived
legitimacy and stability of those status differences, and the perceived ability to move from one group to
another. Social identity refers to forming one’s self-concept based on membership in different groups,
including sports teams, religions, nationalities, occupations, sexual orientation, ethnic groups, and
gender (Leaper, 2011).
Student centredness: (a) Student development theory-based practices are embedded into every
department that involves student interaction; (b) students are treated uniquely of one another,
recognizing difference; and (c) support of need, learning, and development from the lens and the place
of the student (Decker, 2013; de la Sablonnière et al., 2009; Elliott & Healy, 2001; Tinto, 1993; Walters,
2003).
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Problem
Most higher education institutions (HEIs) approach their work based on size, academic specialty,
location, leadership approach, and other factors (Laredo, 2007; Trakman, 2008). As a result of these
institution-specific characteristics, the experiences for students, staff, and faculty also vary, conditional
on a host of things that are external (e.g., location, teaching, and learning style) or internal (e.g., race,
sexual orientation, and family academic history) to the individual (Alvarado & Hurtado, 2015; Davis,
2015; Lloyd-Jones & Byrd, 2018; Potter & Boggs, 2018). The similarities between HEIs are the common
roles that exist within each institution’s unique organizational structure, including the role of a registrar,
who plays a formal role as the keeper of the record. However, the role and function of a Registrar’s
Office (RO) have changed and grown over the years, as the RO has taken on functions and
responsibilities across several areas, including financial aid, data privacy, student systems, transfer
credit, and general student service support (Pittinsky, 2019). The RO has become a primary place of
contact for all students, regardless of year level or discipline (Lauren, 2006), and as such, from the
outset of someone’s study at an HEI, taking a student-centred approach to the work of the office is
paramount for trust-building and deepening student engagement and understanding (Kuh et al., 2011).
With this growing mandate, it is critical to think beyond transactional matters when working
with students to ensure a holistic experience. When thinking about how to operationalize this
experience, concepts of intersectionality (Crenshaw, 1989), student development (Bean & Eaton, 2001;
Tinto, 1993, 1997; Walters, 2003), and student-centredness (Decker, 2013; de la Sablonnière et al.,
2009; Elliott & Healy, 2001; Tinto, 1993; Walters, 2003) are discussed. The Organizational Improvement
Plan (plan) further defines these concepts and identifies the lenses and frameworks being used to
explore the study.
This plan explores how a person’s social identity is formed through their work and reinforced by
traditional vertical organizational structures. These structures do not create a culture of holistic
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developmental support for students, and this plan discusses an approach to service delivery through
horizontal organizational structures to provide more student-centred approaches. This approach will
change the service delivery model in the RO at a large metropolitan university from one that is highly
transactional to one that is developmental and supportive of the unique aspects of a student’s
experience.
Organizational Context
Comprehensive University (CU; a pseudonym) is a young HEI at just over 60 years old, with 11
faculties in a large metropolitan city in Ontario, Canada, and will grow from two to three campuses by 2024
(CU, 2018). It is a comprehensive institution with programs that are historically grounded in the liberal
arts, but in recent years it has grown to include more health, engineering, and science-based programs.
CU is considered a large institution by Canadian and Ontarian standards with over 45,000 students. The
student body is diverse across multiple dimensions—age, race, gender identity, family academic history, and
financial background—with over 70% of its domestic student population receiving government student loans
and 17% of the total student population studying on a student visa (CU, 2021d).
CU embodies a bicameral governance model (MacKinnon, 2015), where there is a division of powers
between the supervision of academic programs and activities (senate) and the fiscal, business, and property
management (board of governors). The senate, which is composed of members of the academic community
(faculty, students, and academic administration) embodies a strong culture of collegial governance. CU
leverages the senate and faculty-specific governance, such as faculty councils, to create and approve
academic policy and programs. CU’s budget model reflects its federated structure. The faculties hold a
great deal of control and power, as funding gets transferred to the academic faculties based on student
full-time equivalent headcount, and then the faculties contribute to the central units to support
students registered in their faculties. In the federated structure, central units such as the RO rely on
their funding to come from the faculties. It positions the central services as secondary to faculty
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support, but students do not necessarily perceive central services in this way. CU’s student services
structure is equally federated, meaning services are delivered both locally (in an academic unit) and globally
(central student services).
Figure 1 shows that the university registrar, who leads the RO, reports to the senior student
affairs officer (SSAO)/vice-provost (students), who is accountable to the academic leader of the
university, the provost and vice-president (academic). The buy-in of the provost and SSAO, and of the
academic leaders (e.g., deans and associate deans), is key to realizing the change proposed in this plan.
There is a strong culture at CU, grounded in a fervent commitment in doing the right thing for a student,
any proposed changes would require a reflection on the buy-in and agency staff would require.
Figure 1
High-Level Organizational Structure at CU

Note. The Deans’ Leadership Council members are outlined here and chaired by the provost & vicepresident (academic). The Council holds key discussions and makes decisions regarding overarching and
faculty-specific academic and administrative directions.
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Political and Economic Contexts
The Province of Ontario commissioned a report in 2012 which outlined substantive reform of
HEIs, leading to a provincial policy of institutional differentiation (Buzzelli & Allison, 2017; Drummond et
al., 2012; Ontario Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities, 2013) which brought about a great deal
of change and reflection in the province among colleges and universities, and resulted in each needing
to produce a document that articulates its mandate via a strategic vision of its mission, credentials,
pedagogies, and curriculum (Drummond et al., 2012).
These strategic mandate agreements (SMAs) direct how HEIs operate; they are mandated by the
province, created by each HEI based on a set of categories, and agreed to by the province. The current
SMA structure will lead to changes in funding for HEIs through a series of shared metrics, including those
related to job outcomes and economic and community impacts (Government of Ontario, 2021a). As a
result, HEIs like CU need to take into consideration the province’s request for a diversified sector and
the details of their SMA to ensure stable and ongoing income as those metrics shift. One way to ensure
that stable source of funding is through ongoing recruitment and retention of students, and a factor in
achieving that is a strong experience at CU, which aligns with the university’s growth plans (CU, 2021b).
Social and Cultural Contexts
The locations of CU’s campuses are in communities of people who have been traditionally
excluded from higher education. The locations impact how decisions are made at the university,
ensuring program offerings reflect community needs. For example, CU works closely with community
organizations and local city governments to co-create experiential learning opportunities that engage
local students with local government and businesses. This is all done in a balanced way, ensuring CU
continues to serve its immediate community and the opportunities beyond it, inclusive of an
international and national community.
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Although CU is a young HEI by provincial standards, it has a large, long-serving workforce, with
many staff who have worked there for more than 20 years. There is a strong culture at CU, discussed
later in this plan, which influences how work is executed at the university and in the RO specifically.
Among the administrative staff, there is a strong feeling of personal investment in the work and with the
institution itself, which means that the sociocultural context in this plan is a significant factor to consider
to ensure success (Kezar & Eckel, 2002).
Mission, Vision, and Values
CU’s mission, vision, and values speak to the role it plays in a community and a global landscape
as an entity that preserves, pursues, and disseminates knowledge, while providing a broad diversity of
students access to higher learning (CU, 2021c). The institutional values use the collective voice of “we”
and speak to taking a progressive social justice and diversity-led approach to education. The language
used in the mission, vision, and values speaks to the desire to be progressive and achieve something
greater than what it already has; it aligns with the tenets of this plan. The executive leadership at CU is
relatively stable: the president renewed for another 5-year term in the last year, the provost has also
been renewed for another 5-year term, and each of the other vice-presidents was appointed in the
previous 2 years, minimizing chances of leadership and vision changes. The leadership stability could
suggest that core pieces behind the university’s goals and objectives, along with its new academic plan,
will be stable in the years ahead.
Theoretical Frameworks at Comprehensive University
There are several dominant leadership approaches at CU: collegial, cultural, and bureaucratic,
and these theories show up in two cultural archetypes: negotiating and managerial (Kezar, 2018). What
follows is a brief acknowledgement of the two cultural archetypes, followed by details of dominant
leadership approaches at CU.
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Cultural Archetypes
As Bergquist (2007, as cited in Kezar, 2018) articulated, institutions should be analyzed unique
to themselves, but there are broad archetypes that help to articulate common HEI cultures. The
negotiating archetype is spurred on by a strong union culture at CU and seeks to find an egalitarian and
equitable approach to policies and procedures (Kezar, 2018). The managerial approach is focused on
goals, structures, and a vision that tends to be mandated in nature, valuing efficiency and consistency
(Kezar, 2018; Kezar & Eckel, 2002). This approach shows up strongly in the RO at CU, where staff
members expect to be told how to move things forward or the inherent why behind an action as
opposed to being encouraged to derive it for themselves. A developmental archetype would be an ideal
to strive for, as it speaks to supporting students and staff, which would encourage growth and
engagement at several points (Kezar, 2018).
Dominant Leadership Approaches
CU has three dominant leadership approaches present in the culture, interactions and decision
making. The following will outline collegial, cultural, and bureaucratic theories. These theories reflect
the dominant leadership approaches at CU and are different than the leadership approaches to change
as will be outlined in Chapter 2. The leadership approaches to change will be reflective of my own
leadership approach and what I will bring to the change process at CU.
The collegial theory is based on traditional governance of higher education, pulling together
concepts of peer review, tenure track, faculty control of curriculum, and academic freedom (Manning,
2018). There remains a focus on people and bringing them together for decision-making, cooperation,
participation, consensus, professional expertise, and shared goal setting (Childers, 1981), but the theory
does not take into consideration complexity in individuals’ lives, resulting in a broad, possibly diluted
resolution. Working through a collegial governance process also creates spaces for voices of a select few
individuals who are connected to an academic governance body like a senate or faculty council, with the
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same people being appointed year-over-year. The collegial and political theory lenses are closely
connected, with elements of collaboration, but the political lens takes a more contemporary approach,
which aligns with potential ways to resolve the problem at hand, as is discussed later in this plan.
As mentioned, CU has a large complement of long-serving staff, who have formed and
maintained a culture rooted in history, composed of traditional business processes and relationships
with individuals to execute work. As Kuh and Whitt (1988) emphasized, groups form a culture based on
their rituals, ceremonies, architecture, stories, and habits, which closely aligns to concepts of Social
Identity Theory (SIT) which are discussed later in this plan. The cultural context positions the truth
through individual and group sensemaking and storytelling (Parker, 2000) and is not always grounded in
the fact of the present day or what the future student looks like. History at CU is deeply rooted in
culture, however, so the awareness of a future vision and how to work toward that change may not be
possible as few have experienced anything different than what they are currently living.
The bureaucratic theory is structured in an idyllic, perfect order that is centred around
hierarchy, with the belief that the power and decision-making rest at the top of the organization and
reflect a common and traditional approach (Manning, 2018). The structure of a bureaucratic approach is
impersonal, regimented, and not individually focused on service delivery, but is rather focused on the
broad support of the action. CU’s culture values the most senior person in an organizational unit as the
decision-maker. Instead, there is a need to build a leaderful organization where people across the
organization believe that they can be leaders regardless of their step in the hierarchy (Raelin, 2003).
It is important to be aware of these dominant theories and archetypes, but not to be restricted
by them in realizing a resolution to the PoP. In addition to considering the inherent current theoretical
leadership approaches at CU, consideration is also given to the theoretical approach to the problem, the
leadership theories guiding the change, and the change theory to support implementation. When
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brought together, analysis of these elements gives greater clarity on how to successfully execute the
problem at hand.
Leadership Position and Lens Statement
When I was hired in 2019, part of my senior leadership role and mandate as university registrar was to
shift the service culture in the RO at CU, and I have the support of the SSAO to do this work. The scope,
context, and scale of the change were not discussed when I was hired, and the proposed elements in the plan
are ones that CU has never experienced, and therefore there is no prior history to build from. As the university
registrar, I have the agency at the macro (university-wide), meso (RO-wide), and micro (individual units in the
RO) levels to enact this change. The role of the university registrar is to provide senior direction to core
administrative services for students, with oversight over services from start to finish of a student’s academic
journey. University acts, as stipulated by governments in respective provinces, often situate the role of the
registrar as one of three roles described in foundational governance documents for an HEI. The registrar, along
with the president and chancellor, are often the only three roles listed within a university act because of their
core functions: the registrar keeping the records and core administrative matters to support the university, the
president providing overarching administrative and academic leadership, and the chancellor conferring
degrees and offering sage reflection for the university (Government of Ontario, 2021b). This core capacity
within governing documents reflects the leadership role, position, and stature the registrar has within a
particular HEI. Often the nature of the individual impacts their positionality and agency as well, and as will be
shared in this plan, the role that I play at CU reflects the agency at all levels of the university.
The staff team in the RO at CU is long serving and many have had a key role in the building of culture,
process, and policy, with much of the culture being cultivated at a time when there were half as many
students. The current leadership team of the RO has been in place for just over 2 years now, with all but one of
the eight leaders hired by me, and all have expressed eagerness and desire to bring about positive change at
CU. I led and supported the renewal of management staff across the RO. A key factor to my agency is centred

9
on my ability to delegate to members of the team. CU has changed in recent years with increasing
international student populations by over 5% in a four year period (CU, 2018) and a further diversified
domestic student body. There is a strong consciousness of the need for CU to be attractive to an international
market and therefore be attentive to global rankings, and an acute awareness of what other local institutions
are doing.
Leadership Approach
Over my 15 years working in higher education, my approach has been guided by student
development and critical theories with a focus on supporting students to find a place in their HEI and
accomplish their educational goals. I am a racialized, cisgendered man who was born abroad but grew
up and was grade-school educated in Ontario, Canada. Before a career in higher education, I worked in
federal politics in Canada and the United Kingdom. My career has been centred on supporting learners
who have been traditionally excluded from the education sector to diversify the student body and
provide broad access of support. Before working at CU, I spent over a decade at another large institution
with a predominantly financially affluent and academically strong student body. Moving to CU was
intentional, to work with a different student population and aim to change the culture and perspective
of support for students. In a leadership role like a university registrar, there is opportunity to leverage
the role’s positional power to shift a culture.
My leadership approach is guided by the need to move beyond the status quo and through a set
of core values: vulnerability, respect, trust, and integrity. My approach is grounded in my professional
capacity as a trained organizational coach. I am certified through the International Coaching Federation
and am an executive coach supporting leaders through career transitions, organizational change, and
problem exploration through curious questions and active listening. The International Coaching
Federation (n.d.) has defined coaching as “partnering with [people] in a thought-provoking and creative
process that inspires them to maximize their personal and professional potential” (What is coaching
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section, para. 1), and I embody this approach in everything I do. Sass and Fly-Dierks (2015) positioned
coaching in the workplace as integrating the coach approach to the leader in the organization and
building a coach–manager approach in people leaders. Building capacity with people at CU creates
sustainability beyond a single moment in time. A coach approach grounds my leadership style, and it is
complemented by my desire to ensure that I can maximize the potential of those that report to me. My
coach approach is central to my leadership style, is further complemented with transformational and
authentic leadership approaches, and more recently has been informed by transformative leadership.
Changing the Status Quo
To realize the solution to the problem means moving beyond a status quo in the field and
embodying a transformational leadership approach where “a person engages with others and creates a
connection that raises the level of motivation and morality in both the leader and the follower”
(Northouse, 2019, p. 164). Transformational leaders help to bring people along through a change
process to surface positive motivation in leaders and followers while encouraging those to move away
from what is expected, see past the current goals, and reach beyond the status quo to move toward a
higher-level need (Bass & Avolio, 1993; Northouse, 2019). Authentic leaders help people see the
opportunities for themselves through connections with values, principles, and standards that are
connected to outcomes (Bass et al., 2003; Yasir & Mohamad, 2016) so that people can see the relation
between thoughts, decisions, actions, and impacts. Authentic leaders build through a relational
approach, sharing personal experiences to carry and follow through on their actions, ideally building
trust through a sense of purpose, strong values, self-discipline, and empathy (Elrehail et al., 2018;
George, 2003).
Both approaches centre on supportive leadership, focused on empowerment, personal growth,
and development for leaders and followers. The approaches connect along three areas: with integrity
and values at the core, curiosity and questioning about leadership in support of broader thinking, and
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seeking grit and motivation to achieve common goals (Joo & Nimon, 2014; Luthans & Avolio, 2003;
Rodriguez et al., 2017; Tonkin, 2013).
Transformative leadership also plays a significant role in this plan. Whereas transformational
leadership is focused on organizational change and working with the culture, transformative leadership
speaks to making deep and equitable changes in structures, deconstructing and reconstructing
structures, policies, and cultures (Shields, 2012). This leadership approach encourages deeper
collaboration and dialogue working toward a greater good and a more socially just future structure. It is
still balanced in linking vision to past and present organizations while remaining inherently value-based
(Amey, 2006; Shields, 2012).
Astin and Astin (2000) articulated that transformative leaders are reliant on both the individual
leader and group moving through a change, recognizing that leadership is a group process whereby
individuals work together to foster change. They articulated 10 individual and group values that identify
true transformative change: self-knowledge, collaboration, authenticity, shared purpose, empathy,
division of labour, commitment, disagreement with respect, competence, and learning environment. My
leadership approach aligns closely with a number of these values, namely, collaboration, authenticity,
empathy, and commitment. To achieve the vision of change there will need to be a shared purpose in
the team and assurance there is a desire in the greater community to learn and move the team to a
different state.
There is an important intersection with being both a transformational and a transformative
leader at CU. The organizational impact, effects, and outcomes will be key to gaining buy-in and
organizational function to move the plan along, so framing the change in the context of the organization
is important. Blackmore (2011) acknowledged that both transformational and transformative leadership
are concerned with issues of power relations, processes of inequity, and unequal resources, but that
transformative leadership emerges out of the politics of difference with an acute awareness that
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“schools are racialised and gendered in terms of their curriculum, organisation, and pedagogies—and
favours some students more than others” (p. 26). These factors, while living through my own
experience, also connect closely to the plan and its focus on intersectionality and how social identity is
formed in work roles and therefore impacts service delivery for students.
As a new leader at CU, employing authenticity in how I lead will hopefully support people’s
understanding of my approach and bring people toward a transformative vision of the PoP. My coaching
practice and the transformational roots of the transformative leadership approach will always act in
support of my transformative and authentic leadership approaches to change. This is the lens I work
through as a leader; Chapter 2 will bring forward this lens and home in on the specific leadership
approach to bringing about change. CU has a history of projects and programs starting and research
occurring to execute, but nothing happening because of it, so buy-in can be difficult; bringing awareness
and acknowledging this history will position greater opportunity for execution in the long term.
Leadership Problem of Practice
Many HEIs are working toward building themselves as student-centred in their delivery of
learning. Student services, concepts of flipped classroom environments, work-integrated learning, and
one-stop shops are all driving the efforts to ensure that the work of institutions positions students at the
centre (Clerkin & Simon, 2014; Decker, 2013; Klemenčič, 2017; Mingorance Estrada et al., 2019; Rubley,
2017; Stoffle & Cuillier, 2010; Walters, 2003; Wright, 2011). The starting point of most students’ journey
in an HEI is at the RO. There rests an opportunity to create a student-centred experience at the core of
the HEI educational experience by building it in the RO (Kramer, 2003).
There is a cultural belief that the RO is a transactional and not a developmental space, unlike
other student services (e.g. academic advising, international student advising, etc.). Serving students in a
developmental student-centred way means doing so by focusing on the person being served not the
action being requested. The lack of belief that an RO can offer a developmental approach to support
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students does not mean it is not possible, it does mean that there is an added layer of change to move a
larger group of people along to understand a new work culture: the staff directly involved, students who
would experience the change, and staff and faculty stakeholders who work with the main staff teams in
the RO.
Many student services models are organized vertically in silos with boundaries to define the
work of groups and individuals, leading to the creation of individual staff members’ identities in the
workplace. This structural approach builds the identity in staff members as being highly specialized and
narrow and makes sense from an administrative perspective, but it negates operational and services
efficiency from the students’ perspective (Kramer, 2003). The PoP is focused on elevating and
acknowledging individual identity and shifting culture away from a top-down approach.
The desire to be student-centred in the work will be well received by students and university
leadership. Operationalizing it will be quite different in changing processes, policies, and practices at a
fundamental level that will push up against cultural norms that have been ingrained among staff who
have worked in the system and structure for years. There is the opportunity to build a student’s
educational experience on a strong, positive, student-centred foundation through the RO. The
traditional transactional structure in an RO is styled through the division of labour and internal
organization of offices, which is based on the specialty of work, rather than service needs or desires
from students (Kramer, 2003; Lauren, 2006). Over the years, ROs have attempted to move away from
these traditional structures by building out one-stop shops, bringing together the different offices in
closer proximity (Maldonado Altieri, 2019a; Walters, 2003); this plan challenges this notion as the ideal
solution.
The PoP that is being addressed is the lack of student-centredness in service delivery models in
the RO at a large HEI in Ontario, CU. Leaders in student services lean on traditional service delivery
models that silo services based on specialization or specialty of work (e.g., admissions, financial aid,
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academic advising), not acknowledging that students do not deal with issues in these isolated ways. Kuh
(1996) identified, and Keeling et al. (2007) further reinforced, isolated structures in HEIs as vertical and
engaged on their own goals and objectives rather than being horizontal and able to see the connection
with other units or the broader goals of the institution through crosscutting their needs in the way
students approach their issues.
Crenshaw (1989) first coined the term intersectionality to speak to the relationship with sex and
race, but the term has expanded to include concepts of sexuality, gender, class, and other identities.
These identities impact how students approach their needs, and institutions need to be proactive and
responsive to the intersections of a student’s identity. When a student has an issue, it is often
multidimensional. Most traditional service delivery models and organizational structures in ROs in HEIs
foster shuffling between units, storytelling multiple times over, and student issues not always dealt with
holistically. The RO at CU is no different, with as many as 175 staff members, a student could have
multiple contacts to deal with one interconnected issue. For example, a first-generation student who
speaks with an admissions advisor about the requirements to a program may also have a question
related to funding their studies and will need to reshare details about their first-generation status, their
program of interest, and other pieces to a financial aid advisor in another office in addition to speaking
with admissions. Through each interaction, the organizational structure puts the student in a place to
weave the pieces together. This plan acknowledges such an approach but pushes beyond its structure to
ensure students are not forced to figure out RO organizational structures to receive service.
In resolving this PoP, several questions surface for exploration. How does social-identity
formation through work roles and specialty impact service delivery? How do students’ perceptions of
staff roles affect service delivery? What organizational structures should be implemented that
acknowledge, elevate, and support the complexities in students’ lives and approach work horizontally
with them across their multiple dimensions? Although answers to these questions do not guarantee the
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successful execution of this plan, they help to surface reflection to bring about other questions, clarity,
and a better understanding of traditional structures.
Framing the Problem of Practice
Shifting the cultural context of an RO is no small matter. A traditionally transactional
environment focused on the processing of files and administrative matters is the dominant perception
of the work of the office (Kramer, 2003; Lauren, 2006). In an ever-personalized and individually attentive
academic environment, students desire more than document processing, but rather a sense of
satisfaction and a connection through trusted contact (Nuss, 1998).
Theoretical Approach
As this plan is centred on social change, it is best situated in the critical paradigm (Abdul
Rehman & Alharthi, 2016), pushing the traditional boundaries of a postsecondary institutional structure.
Empowerment to move through those changes, to elevate populations and to think beyond the status
quo or what has been in place for years prior, is key for success (Cohen & Crabtree, 2006). There is a
need to be open to breaking apart the current function and building opportunities to elevate and
support learners in a higher education setting based on their identity and needs and not those of the
institution.
Horkheimer (1982), one of the founders of the Frankfurt School and lead seminal authors of
critical theory, defined it as a theory that seeks human emancipation to liberate human beings from the
circumstances that enslave them. Leveraging the Horkheimer approach, the paradigm creates a vision of
transformation and positive movement from one state to another far beyond it. As critical theory is
primarily concerned with the issue of power relations within society and the interaction of various social
institutions, inclusive of religion, gender, education, and others, it is necessary to tackle things in a way
that acknowledges and then elevates issues for greater importance (Asghar, 2013; Bohman, 2019;
Burrell & Morgan, 2011; Willmott, 2005), which becomes especially important at CU where there is a
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large diverse student body across multiple dimensions of diversity, as described in the section on
Organizational Context.
Political Theory
Leveraging a political theory lens to the PoP aligns with CU’s dominant culture. There is a need
for a multiple stakeholder approach and the need for shared buy-in to move large changes along in a
central service model at CU because of the distributed structure and budget model at the university. The
political lens works with coalitions from individuals, interest groups and other stakeholders to make
decisions to move items along, instead of a top-down approach, they take on a process based on
evolving conversations, collaboration and negotiating of values and approaches, through healthy
dialogue, conversation, and conflict (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Manning, 2018).
The budget model at CU favours growth in faculty areas to fund academic and administrative
matters that happen within faculties first as opposed to consideration of a balance at the centre of the
organization. There needs to be a shared approach to permit faculties to contribute to centre goals
without there being a need for direct accountability or connection to the faculty goals. Identifying and
tracing individual sources of power (Morgan, 2006) is key to pinpointing the approach to take to ensure
there is adequate buy-in and engagement across the institution. There is a need to be attentive to the
factors listed in Table 1 when thinking about the sources of power.
Table 1
Sources of Power
Select sources of
power
Formal authority

Descriptive factors
It is one thing to be provided with
positional power, it is another thing for
that legitimized power that is “respected
and acknowledged” (p. 166) by others,
because of an understanding of history
and the past.

Application to the PoP
Positional leaders at all levels of the
RO’s organization need to be
engaged and empowered through
any changes. I need to ensure the
leadership upward is also connected
to the process.
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Select sources of
power
Control of scarce
resources

Descriptive factors
Institutions tend to have little flexibility
with budgets and financial allocation, and
so ensuring there is the power to help
shape fixed budgets to meet new
institutional goals. Some organizations
can go as far as to create dependency on
certain organizational units through the
planned control of critical resources.

Application to the PoP
Engagement of the provost and vicepresident (academic) office as well as
all the faculties is necessary to
ensure that the budget model can
support any proposed solutions.

Control of
knowledge and
information

Hidden approaches built into informal
information systems built by people in
the organization can have as big of an
impact as controlling scarce resources.
Holding information close and being sole
contributors to data and systems can
increase the power people have in the
organization (p. 176).

Should there be staff transition with
an organizational change, it is
important to ensure there are
structures in place to retain
knowledge in a central repository
while balancing concerns for a job
change.

Ability to cope
with uncertainty

Organizational structures can align with
how people connect to changes, and
one’s ability to cope with uncertainty
may speak to their place in the institution
and how much information they have
been offered through the process; it
cannot always be predicted.

It is likely that implementation
planning would not involve clarity at
various points through the
implementation, so there is a need to
think through how to keep people
updated on what is going on when
and why.

Interpersonal
alliances,
networks, and
control of
“informal
organization”

Networking and coalition building are
important to build supporters and bring
in detractors. Decision-makers should
balance formal and informal leaders to
bring in all layers of the organization into
the conversation.

With a long-service workforce, there
is a lot of history that exists between
people in the organization that
crosscuts through organizational
boundaries.
I will manage storytelling and
creation among groups who align
with those who may not be able to
manage with uncertainty.

Note. Adapted from Images of Organization, by G. Morgan, 2006, pp. 166–194. Copyright 2006 by Sage
Publications.
Factor Analysis
As noted, many staff members at CU have been with the university when it was in a very
different context, with fewer competitive schools in the region, close to half the size of the student
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body, different academic programs, and a less diverse student body. As a result of this history, there is a
strong culture at CU that has impacted how business operations occur, when, and often why. This PoP
has surfaced partially for this reason, but several others as well, some of which have already been
alluded to in this plan. In the following section, I share some political, economic, sociological, and
technological factors, as framed by Cawsey et al. (2016) that contribute to this problem. Commonly
referred to a as a PESTE analysis, what follows excludes an analysis of the ecological factors, as they are
minimally relevant to this plan.
Political and Economic Factors
The provincial government mandated the creation of SMAs with every HEI in Ontario to build an
understanding of the strategic purpose of one institution in relation to others and the sector as a whole
(Drummond et al., 2012; Ontario Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities, 2013). The creation of
these agreements forced HEIs to look inward to analyze their role in the sector as a differentiator to one
another and reaffirm organizational identity. SMAs require HEIs to articulate their unique attributes at
one level of the agreement. It then situates how a portion of the HEI’s funding is allocated based on
their unique attributes and several other factors. CU’s current SMA dictates several factors that will
impact the percentage of funding being allocated to the university, which can be directly connected to
this PoP: graduation rates, and community and local impact of student enrolment (CU, 2020). Under
both factors in the SMA, it is acknowledged that continuous improvement “means an expansion of the
flexible learning options, targeted academic counselling, financial assistance, and surrounding support
that we can provide. It also means enhancing our systems that connect students to the right supports at
the right time” (CU, 2020). Realizing the different elements of the SMA for CU will be critical to ensuring
economic stability for the institution, a key factor to that is aligning service delivery in the core
administrative office of the university, the RO.
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At a local level at CU, the budget model is an activity-based one, one that attempts to separate
the indirect costs associated with certain functions of the university like student advising, educational
technology support, financial aid management, and admissions. This approach attempts to attribute
specific indirect expenditures to different services by the use of various cost drivers, coming in the form
of a per head cost that is paid by the faculties (Szatmary, 2011). The budget model puts a great deal of
pressure on the functions producing what individual faculties need to be given their funding, realizing
the benefit of the service delivery for the students in their faculty and the university.
Sociological Factors
The composition of the student body at CU should guide the approach to addressing the PoP.
CU’s student body has more than 70% of its students on government student aid, just under that
percentage of students are first-generation learners, and it has one of the largest percentages of
international students in Canada (CU, 2021d). Shaping the student experience and working according to
the unique experiences of these students is key. The diversity of CU’s student body was not a reality
when CU first formed, yet it will remain for its future state and the unique attention suggested in this
plan will be more sought by these populations (Bowser, 2017). Service delivery in the RO needs to be
attentive to a diverse student body to ensure a one-size-fits-all approach is not applied.
Technological Factors
CU is undergoing a large systems transformation as outlined in the university’s academic plan
and cochaired by the chief information officer and me. Current frequently used student systems at CU
are highly fragmented, over 30 years old, and legacy systems that were built in-house and maintained by
staff. Several services that students need are not offered through self-serve functions in the present
state, but the university has committed to a multi-million-dollar plan to refresh all student systems and
move the university through a digital transformation toward cloud-based technologies over the next
decade (CU, 2021a). This will fundamentally shift the staff, student, and faculty experiences at the
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university, creating greater accessibility for all stakeholders wherever they may be. The modernization
of technology will be aligned with serving a broader student population and may also speak to the need
to move in tandem with this technological change. If systems at CU can offer a tailored experience to a
student but the in-person service delivery cannot do the same, the overall experience will continue to
be misaligned and fragmented.
Guiding Questions Emerging From the Problem of Practice
When thinking about the context for this PoP and what can help drive the analysis and change
plan for effective execution of the plan, the questions that surface fall into two themes. The first set of
questions speaks to challenging the perceptions of work from traditional structures, including
perceptions about the work of an RO, staff roles, and the impact and sustainability of individuality in
service delivery. The second set of questions speaks to the tension that could be brought about with a
strong culture in an organization and their propensity and success in making change occur.
Traditional Structures
An RO is typically seen to be a bureaucratic space that is attached to traditional structures of
hierarchy and perceptions of divisions between administrative and academic structures in an HEI
environment (Lauren, 2006; Pittinsky, 2019). What is often left out of the conversation about the
structures in ROs is the significant role it plays in the student experience to help students move along
behind the scenes, through admissions to the institution, assessing degree progression, disbursing
financial aid or emergency funding, producing degrees, and maintaining student records. Taking a
growth mindset, or developmental, lens will help and empower students see the intersections of how
their course choices, their pursuit of a global exchange or a co-operative education placement will
impact their funding and degree completion, for example. Reframing the role of a RO will be key to
realizing the PoP, and therefore a key question is, how does the perception of what has been defined as
a transactional office change to one that offers developmental and proactive support to students?
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Thinking about that same traditional RO perception of service offerings aligns with another
question: How does the perception of what a front-line staff member can do for you change? Often, we
perceive the first person we speak with within a service environment as not being able to support a
holistic or complete response to our service needs. They are seen as the first line of defence as opposed
to the empowered last step in the process. Promoting and positioning front-line—or first-point-ofcontact—advisors as the main go-to for several issues, either to seek full resolution or for effective
trusted referrals, can build a strong culture of trust and empathy-building at all levels of the student
experience (Kemp et al., 2013; Luedke, 2017), leading to better student outcomes as a whole (Kemp et
al., 2013; Kuh et al., 2007).
Strategic hiring is needed to empower staff as first-point-of-contact support in the RO, requiring
more complex thinkers and those with a greater capacity to think critically and developmentally to
support the learner. As such, this empowerment would permit the staff member to embody the concept
of fairness: Treating people fairly does not mean treating all people the same way and making decisions
based on historical policy, it means modifying processes to be accountable to the individual in front of
the staff member based on their unique needs, therefore taking into account their intersectional
identities and supporting them as a whole and reaffirming their intersectional identities in how they
deliver work (Mitchell et al., 2014). The question that surfaces and will be brought up through any
change process of this magnitude is, how feasible is it to provide individualized service to students at a
large HEI like CU?
Culture and Change
CU is undergoing a great deal of change at various parts of the university: a new campus in
2024, the onset of a multiyear, multi-million-dollar digital transformation, and a program to streamline
core business services in HR and finance to name a few. In addition to these elements, CU will also need
to emerge to a new educational state after the COVID-19 pandemic. Sirkin et al. (2005) spoke to four key
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factors that help to create a continuum of change: duration, integrity, commitment, and effort, and at
CU they resonate. Given the number of projects that are currently happening at CU which relate and
connect with massive change events, there needs to be an intentional consciousness of timelines and
how they intersect with one another, how individuals will be impacted by the changes in the
organization, and whether their work effort is spread across multiple projects or concentrated to one or
a few. This all raises the question of whether CU can handle a large-scale change of what’s being
proposed in the RO while it intersects with other change opportunities also impacting the university.
As articulated through recent feedback, the workforce in the RO at CU takes immense pride in
their contributions to the university’s success, however, they have not experienced a great deal of
change in the RO in recent decades. A lack of exposure to substantive transformative change leaves
them without a reference point for how they as individuals may be impacted when change occurs.
Recognizing the need for an understood sense of urgency, action, and buy-in to occur to bring about
effective change (Kotter, 2012) raises the question of whether the culture at CU is ready to embrace and
work toward this seismic change.
These questions are explored implicitly through the plan and in some instances explicitly; for
example, through a change-readiness assessment later in this chapter. The two themes explored in
these guiding questions—traditional structures, and culture and change—are intertwined in nature and
may present strong roadblocks to moving the effort to shift the culture forward. It will be key to ensure
there is awareness of these themes being present all around, but not to succumb to the difficulties of
the tall order of overcoming this effort.
Leadership-Focused Vision for Change
Today’s students are aware of who they are, what identities they bring to their studies, and how
to advocate for their unique needs, and they are not willing to work with bad technology or
cumbersome transactions when it comes to service delivery (Solomon, 2013). The traditional RO
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structures lean on service delivery models that silo services based on the specialty of work, and a
common contemporary solution is to create a one-stop structure (Herget, 2018; Maldonado Altieri,
2019a, 2019b; Walters, 2003). RO structures need to mature away from these two models. Students
bring complexity to their day-to-day lives, so instead of treating the first student in the same way as the
second, RO staff must acknowledge the differences, embrace them, and approach work and practices
that support differences, recognizing that to treat people fairly is not to treat people the same way. As
described in the PoP, structures in HEIs are vertical and engaged with their own goals and objectives
rather than being horizontal and able to see the connection with other units or the broader goals of the
institution (Keeling et al., 2007; Kramer, 2003; Kuh, 1996) through crosscutting their needs, which is the
way students approach their issues. Services need to be attentive to the individual student needs, and
“practitioners must recognize where students are currently operating” (Decker, 2013, p. 562).
Current structures have organizational units designed to meet institutional needs and there
needs to be a redesign to focus on the students to serve them where they are at, not have them learn
how the RO operates to receive service. CU’s academic plan spans through 2025 and speaks to
recognizing the need to reduce the complexity of navigating the university to meet the needs of all
students, taking into consideration ease of access to advising services and other student supports (CU,
2021b).
Current Organizational State
The current state in the RO at CU is organized with a central service area (ServiceOne) on the
main floor of the student services building. ServiceOne responds to both prospective and current
student inquiries, and in my staff’s experience, between 30% and 40% of questions need a referral to
another business unit in the RO to complete the inquiry. ServiceOne is composed of staff members who
are deeply committed to supporting students by answering their inquiries and pointing them in the right
direction. Their scope is quite small, and their empowerment level is quite low relative to student
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inquiry needs. Each campus of CU has a service delivery unit, but relies on the business units as outlined
in Figure 2. I have accountability for all service units and for RO functions across all CU campuses.
As the leader of the RO, I have the capacity, agency, and positionality to provide leadership and
delegation to the leaders outlined in Figure 2. I will work to ensure the team can gain buy-in before
delegation and to bring the leaders into the work, ensuring strong dialogue and understanding before
moving forward. The RO is composed of three business units (admissions and recruitment; records,
registration, and scheduling; and student financials), two units that enable and support the other units’
work (systems, and strategy and planning) and one service delivery unit (ServiceOne), as visually
represented in Figure 2. Before my arrival, the leaders of each of these units did not meet regularly and
each unit was seen as distinct from the others, with little relationship to shared goals or successes and
failures. I will weave language into the culture which describes the units business, enabling, and service
units for the future organizational state.
Figure 2
Organizational Structure in the RO at CU

The current state is reflective of past leadership and culture. In the past 10 years, there have
been over five university registrars—ongoing and interim—and in the last 2 years, the leader of every
unit in the RO has changed for various reasons (e.g., retirements, job transitions, secondments); these
changes have resulted in their respective management teams changing significantly over this time as
well. There is little doubt that past leaders in these roles were well-intentioned to provide leadership to
their teams. The confluence of change now at all levels of CU—a provost in their role for 4 years, a vice-
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provost who has been in their role for 4 years, and a registrar for 3 years—has allowed for a great deal
of renewed energy for change.
The Maclean’s university rankings have historically been a student-facing review of universities
allowing prospective students and their families the ability to assess universities, and current students
leverage it to reflect a sense of pride and acknowledgment. Upon review of rankings data from 2018–
2022, CU has consistently been in the bottom quartile of comprehensive universities when it comes to
student support and services (Maclean’s, 2021). Although much can be debated about the
appropriateness of the measures used in this survey of universities, they are measures that are used by
the public and CU needs to pay attention to the public’s understanding of the measures. A move up in
the rankings would be ideal but will take time.
Future Organizational State
A future organizational state will see a differently structured RO at CU, one that balances a
specialist and generalist staffing structure, blurs boundaries between organizational units, and creates a
culture that embodies student-centredness at all levels of the organization. The future state of the RO at
CU is centred on bringing together service delivery with a student’s lens first in place of a traditional
organizational approach from an administrative perspective. The future state will have one single service
unit (ServiceOne) that will take on the student facing work currently managed in the RO’s business units.
The business units will then be focused on back-end processes and supporting the ServiceOne team’s
direct work with students.
To achieve the ideal future state in the RO, several complementary actions need to occur across
the university, primarily centred on technological enhancements. Already in place is a university-wide
advising note-taking system that allows for a range of transparency between academic and
administrative advising units to ensure students’ experiences and needs are appropriately transparent
to colleagues at the university, while respecting privacy.
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Complementary work will need to happen on website communication so that it is clearly written
and designed with a student’s voice as opposed to an organizational one. This work is currently in
progress, leading to a different way for self-service to occur for student services, ensuring first-point-ofcontact questions can be answered through a search of services, rather than through a gatekeeper of a
staff person at the university.
Finally, by way of technological enhancements, as discussed, CU is undergoing a large systems
transformation of its student-facing systems including the student information system and others.
Although this will not solve problems that are ingrained in the university, it will force the adoption of
contemporary systems for service delivery through mandatory system adoption, and with my shared
leadership on that project, it can connect closely to this plan.
These technological changes will in some cases set the path and provide complementary actions
to occur in the RO. To achieve what has been discussed thus far in this plan, the future state of the RO at
CU would need to ensure there is comfort in pushing up against traditional boundaries, celebrating
successes collectively, and working to overcome failures as a single RO as opposed to individual units. A
culture change will ideally build greater trust among students and positively shift the culture of
engagement within and with the RO at CU to one that is seen as a partner in student success among all
university stakeholders.
Vision for Change
The RO at CU is currently structured with business, service, and enabling units. Each unit
provides support to students, with escalations and referrals made to the respective business units,
resulting in units handling student cases individually, functioning in a vertical, siloed manner. The ideal
vision for change is to shift the bureaucratic culture of service delivery toward one that is empowered
and enhanced by putting more skilled professionals as first-point-of-contact advisors who can respond
to most students’ questions when asked and escalate to a skilled specialist in a business unit only when
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necessary. This will minimize the number of escalations and build knowledge and capacity in the staff
and student trust in the RO at CU as they will be able to be better supported across all units.
With this vision in mind, staff will not be able to do everything a student wishes for them to
complete, but informed through data, the RO at CU is aware of what the top student questions and
needs may be. Styling roles and structures to meet students where they are at with those questions will
be key to the success of this vision. Deepening staff’s knowledge of services that are occurring in other
student services areas (e.g., counselling services, academic faculties) will also lead to more effective
referrals.
Priorities for Change
Staff in the RO are motivated to support students on their academic journey at CU. How to
realize that common overarching goal will differ by stakeholder, as will the individual interpretation of
each of those perspectives. Uncovering what staff, the university, and students want will be key to
realizing success to ensure alignment as much as possible on all levels. As a senior leader at CU, there
are core priorities that will crosscut all stakeholders: ensuring the administrators at CU act in support of
student success, building a trust-centred organization for staff and students, and seeing a change in
rankings and public perception.
Student success and student-centredness, as described earlier, start with supporting the need,
learning, and development from the lens and the place of the student (Decker, 2013; Tinto, 1993;
Walters, 2003). Leading with this as a priority will realize several elements of CU’s academic plan by
displaying it through actions, therefore ensuring it is more than just words shared around this change.
Drivers of Change
Change drivers have been used in a number of different ways. For the context of this plan, I will
apply Whelan-Berry and Somerville’s (2010) approach, which is twofold: (a) facilitate the
implementation of change, and (b) motivate the desire or need for change in the organization. The
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following section explores a few external and internal drivers that were previously alluded to in this
plan.
External Drivers
There are external drivers of change brought on by the creation of SMAs that have funding
requirements connected to rates of graduation and completion of studies. The use of rankings by
publications like Maclean’s (2021) ultimately helps to guide a student’s decision on their choice of
postsecondary institution. Finally, as the Canadian higher education market continues to grow and
diversify (Global Affairs Canada, 2019), there needs to be a greater attentiveness to the needs of a
student body that embodies a host of intersectional identities.
Further drivers include the burgeoning awareness of the need to ensure equity, diversity, and
inclusion in all aspects of an HEI. Furthering a student-centred approach to serving students with a lens
of intersectionality aligns with this awareness and attentiveness to elevating those traditionally excluded
from higher education.
Internal Drivers
Kirsch et al. (2011) offered six critical drivers that moderate the impact of change. When
reflecting on this plan, there are four that are present at CU and may play a key role in the ability to
execute on the change while also contributing to the need for it: aligned direction, work roles, change
leadership, and emotional energy. The other two drivers, turbulence, and resources are relevant and
were already discussed through the acknowledgment of the strong culture at CU and the associated
technological factors needed to implement the change, respectively.
Aligned Direction. CU’s academic plan clearly states the need to have a focus on ensuring access
to education to traditionally excluded students and embedding good advising practice in the work for
students across all academic and administrative service delivery divisions (CU, 2021b). There is a strong
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community buy-in to the plan, and a desire to be connected to the vision, ensuring there is an aligned
direction with this plan.
Work Roles. The organizational culture in the RO at CU vacillates between highly individualistic
in some workgroups to ones that are more group oriented. This plan intends to explore changes in
organizational structures and roles to bring about more empowered, holistic, and connected staff roles.
This work roles driver will be hard to navigate as it will require straddling both personal and group
norms, ultimately hoping to build a more empowered staff team who are more closely connected to the
work of the organization, leading to a workplace where
people may have a much clearer understanding of the overall performance goals and how they
fit into the picture. They need a clear idea of their roles and individual objectives to be able to
help the collective to achieve its goals. (Kirsch et al., 2011, p. 18)
Change Leadership and Emotional Energy. In the RO at CU, there has been a full turnover of the
leadership team in the last 2 years. Before this change, there was a strong individualistic culture with a
focus on tradition and achievement. The emotional energy is shifting and there is a strong desire to
minimize the power distance between staff and leadership while increasing the degree of collectivism
within the culture (Kirsch et al., 2011).
Organizational Change Readiness
A propensity and desire to change happens at more than the organizational level; to have an
accurate view of how to prepare and assess readiness for change, effective approaches are at the
individual, workgroup, and organizational levels (Rafferty et al., 2013). An individual’s readiness impacts
that of workgroups and the organization. As acknowledged by Rafferty et al. (2013), the workgroup and
organization’s change readiness are influenced by:
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(1) a shared belief among workgroup or organizational members (a) that change is needed, (b)
that the workgroup or organization can successfully undertake change, (c) that change will have
positive outcomes for the workgroup or organization and by (2) the occurrence of current and
future-oriented positive group or organizational emotional responses to an organizational
change. (p. 116)
Assessing change readiness at CU requires an analysis of the individual level to understand how
it will be impacted at the workgroup or organizational level.
In preparing individuals for change and ensuring readiness, there is a need to influence beliefs,
attitudes, and behaviours to move people toward understanding and recognizing the importance of
change (Armenakis et al., 1993). The readiness of individuals for change depends on a number of
historical factors including, but not limited to, previous experiences, support from leadership, and the
organization’s openness to change (Cawsey et al., 2016).
As research suggests that failed organizational change initiatives range from 33% to as high as
80% of attempted change efforts (Whelan-Berry & Somerville, 2010), there needs to be an assessment
of readiness before going through a change process. The assessment does not preclude a decision on
whether the change occurs on not, it informs the process, type, and depth of the change. This plan uses
Cawsey et al.’s (2016) readiness-for-change questionnaire as a starting point for analysis on CU’s
aptitude for what is being proposed.
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Table 2
The RO at CU’s Organizational Readiness for Change
Readiness
dimension

CU reflections

Aggregate
score

Previous change
experiences

Several change processes have occurred in the last decade that have
not amounted to change that has been adopted broadly. Although
not upbeat, the RO at CU is not cynical and negative, it sits
somewhere in between.

˗2

Executive
support

There is great support from the vice-provost (students), and provost
and vice-president (academic), and along with that, high expectation
for substantive change.

+4

Credible
leadership and
change
champions

There is trust that has been built with me and staff across the RO, as I
have received transparent feedback on current projects. The
proposed changes will be seen as needed by the senior leaders and
could see the need to translate the changes to other areas of the
institution.

+8

Openness to
change

There has not been a substantive change in the RO in at least 15
years. There is a long-service workforce in the RO. The unionized
culture has created a sense of fear from managers to enact change
that may require a change in work culture or job descriptions. There
is mistrust, thinking that staff will not be supported with effective
resourcing for the transition.

+6

Rewards for
change

Although failure is acknowledged as being part of the process,
responses to failure on projects feels socially unacceptable.
Expectation for a quick turnaround on results is high.

˗1

Measures for
change and
accountability

Good measures are available, but are not tested from past
experiences, so bringing people along to a new degree of
accountability will be difficult. I will take ownership for realigning
resources to different spaces and areas to accomplish necessary
outcomes.

+2

Total

17

Note. The scores can range from ˗10 to +35; organizations that score under 10 are not likely ready for
change and change will be very difficult.
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Given the score offered in the above analysis, the pathway to change will be difficult for the RO
at CU. The readiness assessment offers a perspective of reflection on where there will need to be extra
support and engagement offered to bring the concepts to people’s understanding. Awareness to the
readiness of the RO acts as a guidepost on where to start to move the PoP along. From the analysis, the
closest attention needs to be paid to two areas: previous change experiences and openness to change;
further details on how these areas can be strengthened are detailed below. The other four areas have
sufficient displays of readiness to bring comfort to positively realize this change. These areas will need to
be consistently monitored through the change process, especially over a multiyear period.
Previous Change Experiences
Close to one-third of the staff at the RO at CU have served more than 20 years at the university.
That experience has allowed them to experience several different leaders in different capacities, and
therefore several different change experiences. There have been a few change experiences that went
through socialization, data collection, analysis, and presentation of findings, but the execution of the
findings did not materialize. This has built a consistent narrative of change experiences simply sitting “on
the shelf” at the university without much change being realized.
When embodying Kotter’s (2012) step on small wins, as there will be multiple wins, it will be
important to move along at a steady pace and make explicit when these wins occur. Having a consistent
and steady number of wins will help people shift their mindset to see change is possible. With the
amount of change in the leadership team in the RO at CU over the last couple of years, there are new
leaders in place without an attachment to previous change experiences. The new leaders, a revised
strategic plan, a separation from past experiences, and greater transparency through this change
process will be key to gaining staff support.
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Openness to Change
Staff shared with me the perception that change is not necessary for the RO at CU. After a
number of years of little to no change, there has been a great deal of change occurring in the last couple
of years, and with more to come through what is proposed in this plan. As a result of a lack of
experience with other HEIs, staff lack a reference point from another place that has gone through a
change. The status quo of the RO has remained that way for quite a while, which has led to regression
when compared with other areas at CU and other HEIs.
The unionized environment at CU has built a culture of strength in building strong structures in
units, valuing tradition in work and process in job functions, and leading to fears among management in
dealing with the union. Engaging the union leadership and staff across the RO through this change
process will be key to realizing success. Considering bringing along the executive of the union through
the change will help to lay out the rationale for the change and the different steps to move it along,
while also encouraging engagement across the staff in the RO through clear communication, in the
hopes of aligning with Kotter’s (2012) suggestion to empower broad-based action, while recognizing the
action may come balanced with known pushback to the change.
Chapter 1 Conclusion
The strong bureaucratic culture at CU aligns with the traditional constructs of an RO in its HEI.
This plan and PoP suggest that it is necessary to move beyond the status quo to realize an RO that serves
students and their unique needs. Embodying an authentic transformative leadership approach while
acknowledging the PESTE analysis and the drivers for change will help to counterbalance the RO’s need
to build up people’s readiness for change in certain areas. CU has executive-level support and the desire
to be a differentiator in the Ontario university market. To further this plan along, Chapter 2 discusses
how SIT intersects with the HEI concepts of intersectionality and student development theory to analyze
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this PoP and present some solutions to consider surfacing the need to value identity in the lives of the
students at CU when delivering service.
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Chapter 2: Planning and Development
Chapter 1 situated CU with its place in a provincial context as well as its own culture and student
body. I provided an initial personal reflection on my leadership approach and its relationship with the
PoP presented in the chapter. From an analysis of CU’s change readiness, it will not be an easy way
forward to make the substantive transformative change that is needed. Chapter 2 continues the
personal reflections on my leadership approach and its intersections with CU. It then looks at a
framework to lead the change process through the dominant lens of SIT, informed by concepts of
intersectionality and student development theory. The latter part of the chapter presents three possible
solutions to the PoP and acknowledges additional elements connected to decolonization and equity to
inform this plan further, setting the foundation for change implementation and management at CU.
Leadership Approaches to Change
In Chapter 1, I referenced my leadership approach as being driven by authentic and
transformative styles, with the transformational approach and coaching practice always acting in
support of the former two. In this section, I discuss their interplay and relationship, and I outline the role
these leadership approaches play in informing the culture and change process at CU. I intend to lead
through transformative leadership, informed by transformational and authentic approaches.
Transformative leaders are driven by seeking new solutions to problems requiring a rethink of
current state assumptions (Caldwell et al., 2012). This leadership model speaks to high ethical standards,
a values-driven approach, a social justice focus, and a drive to make a substantive change at a system
level that personally transforms the individual, and then ultimately at the organizational and cultural
level (Astin & Astin, 2000; Caldwell et al., 2012; Shields, 2010, 2012; Shields & Hesbol, 2020).
Relationship Between Transformative and Transformational Leadership
Built out of other leadership approaches, transformative leadership provides a more
contemporary perspective by acknowledging power and privilege, seeking deep equitable change, and
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by working toward transformation (Shields, 2011). Formed through a critical theory lens, transformative
leadership requires the leader to exhibit deep questioning of the status quo and cultural norms (Shields,
2010, 2012). Transformational leadership acts as a basis for transformative leadership, and the two are
derived from concepts of transforming leadership put forward by Burns (1978), who posited that
transformational leadership is “more concerned with end-values, such as liberty, justice, equality” (p.
1018). Transformative leadership encourages leaders in these capacities to approach their work through
strong morals and values.
In contrast, transformational leadership is focused on the efficiency and function of the
organization, although, like transformative leadership, it is inherently value-based (Astin & Astin, 2000;
Nolan-Arañez, 2020). The starting point and main functions of transformative leadership are centred on
the “realities and disparities outside the organization that impinge of the success of individuals, groups,
[and] organization as a whole” (Shields, 2010, p. 563). There are similarities between the two but what is
unique about the transformative approach is that it is centred on the intentional deconstruction of the
cultural context, bringing awareness to the privileged challenges of the situation, and pushing toward
core functions of equitable practices and social justice. Transformational leaders seek the same but
within the confines of the current structures.
In its diversity of students from traditionally excluded groups in higher education, the structure
of CU surfaces several questions of equitable access to education. Taking a transformative leadership
approach to this problem by embodying concepts of social justice and moving beyond the status quo
aligns well with CU’s student body. CU has a natural social justice and equity focus, with its mission
centred on ensuring a broad cross-section of individuals having access to postsecondary education (CU,
2021c). Embodying a transformative leadership approach that will dismantle the current oppressive
structures will be key to realizing a resolution from the problem. Incremental tweaks to the current
organization will not allow for the punctuated change to happen that will dismantle and liberate the
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current inequities (Sastry, 1997). Making incremental superficial changes that maintain the status quo
seeks to check a box as complete and simply scratches the surface of the issue.
Authentic Leadership Approaches in a New Workplace
Approaching my work with authenticity is core to my belief and function as a leader. It has been
integral to my career and is ingrained in my values and actions every day. My view of authentic
leadership helps to create a positive climate. It encourages greater self-awareness among followers,
inspiring people to see the opportunities for themselves through connections with values, principles,
and standards that are linked to outcomes fostering positive self-development (Bass et al., 2003;
Walumbwa et al., 2008; Yasir & Mohamad, 2016).
Helping to unveil some of the layers of what is happening in the RO at CU to colleagues and
followers will bring forth a greater understanding of the need for change. As a new leader at CU, there
will be a need to ensure that the community understands who I am and how I lead. Showing that I make
data-informed decisions, lead by putting my thoughts into action, and continue to build relationships
with my colleagues, followers, and peers through this process aligns with the authentic leadership
approach (Avolio et al., 2009; Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999; Walumbwa et al., 2008) and ensures adequate
buy-in to the change concepts being presented.
Living and working with an authentic leadership approach complements my training as an
organizational coach. Capacity building, supporting organizational growth, and identifying strengths in
individuals to seek out their opportunities are core to a coach–manager approach (Sass & Fly-Dierks,
2015) and can lend themselves well to seeing this problem through. Authentic leadership is shared
through a leader’s ability to be self-aware and self-reflective of who they are with their values and
approaches (Avolio et al., 2009). As I continue to lead with a values-driven approach through open
communication and data-informed practices, it should start to build a culture among other leaders in
the organization and all staff members, hopefully resulting in greater authenticity throughout the RO.
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Achieving a culture shift in this direction will be a residual result of authentic leadership being applied
effectively through this change process and work toward building an authentic and leaderful (Raelin,
2003) organization. When applying these leadership approaches to this PoP, with awareness of CU’s
organizational context and history, the approaches lay out a strong perspective of how to lead change
through the framework of SIT and HEI concepts of intersectionality and student development theory.
Framework for Leading the Change Process
My authentic and transformative leadership approach needs to be carried through this change
process to realize a resolution to this PoP: the lack of student-centredness in service delivery models in
the RO at a large HEI in Ontario, CU. That leadership approach will be coupled with the framework that
is discussed in the pages ahead. The framework is grounded in SIT and posits that identity gets built in
the workplace based on job function and culture. It also incorporates two concepts. The first is
intersectionality, recognizing that staff members bring more than their job understanding into their dayto-day lives. The second concept speaks to two student development theories that bring the nature of
the work back to the definition of student-centredness offered through this plan. Following a discussion
on the framework, I share how it connects to carrying the change forward through what is further
discussed in Chapter 3.
Social Identity Theory
A theoretical framework will be used to analyze this PoP, and central to the framework is SIT
(Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Ellemers & Haslam, 2012; Farmer et al., 2003; Haslam et al., 2014; Stets &
Burke, 2000; Stryker, 2007; Tajfel, 1982; Tajfel & Turner, 2004), which helps to reframe identity and
behaviours based on their membership in a single or multiple groups: racial, ethnic identity, skill set,
competency, and social connections. SIT applies to staff as well as students, as both groups are not
homogenous, and their respective identities are formed by the situation and groups that surround them
both. To take a student-centred approach means it is necessary to focus on how SIT is applied in the
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workplace and how group identity is connected to the level of specialty of work and what brings people
together.
The theory brings about group thinking based on shared identities; it is often based on a
dominant sole identity or constructed space, based on status roles when comparing groups. ROs have
styled jobs based on role identity that breeds the specialty of work in organizational structures, creating
vertical, singularly focused units and structures rather than working horizontally to support learners
more holistically (Keeling et al., 2007; Kuh, 1996). SIT is described as a theory that predicts certain
intergroup behaviours based on perceived group status differences, the perceived legitimacy and
stability of those status differences, and the perceived ability to move from one group to another.
SIT was rooted in social psychology by Tajfel (1982) and furthered later with Tajfel and Turner
(2004). Social identity refers to forming one’s self-concept based on membership in different groups,
including sports teams, religions, nationalities, occupations, sexual orientation, ethnic groups, and
gender (Leaper, 2011). The strength of connection to the group plays into the importance of identity.
The collected work by Haslam et al. (2014) takes the theory of social identity and applies it to a work
context to acknowledge how training, organizational learning, and change management play out when
there is a strong association and identity formation with work roles.
Discussion in the plan is centred on the benefits of reframing social identity within workplaces to
build a primary generalist identity with a specialist lens developed as a secondary perspective. To
support identity formation in the RO, CU ought to begin with broad sweeping horizontal contexts,
creating a strong identity baseline rather than vertical structures.
Organizational Concepts
SIT is a base theory for this plan’s theoretical framework and is informed by common
institutional theories that have been previously discussed and concepts that will frame its application;
student development and intersectionality ultimately form the full framework, as shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3
Theoretical Framework

Note. Social identity is formed through a variety of ways; two are shown in this model: personal factors
like race, gender identity, sexual orientation, and socio-economic background; and through work
factors, like the type of HEI, nature of the work in the office, job title, and labour association. This
situation also informs two core concepts in HEI: intersectionality and student development theory,
which informs the definition of student-centredness.
This plan uses a definition of student-centredness that is informed by student development
theories. Several student development theories were first created when a homogenous group attended
postsecondary institutions, mainly in an American context. As education has evolved, the application of
certain theories—namely retention and engagement theories—needs to change to encapsulate
students’ experiences with different backgrounds and attending different types of HEIs, such as
commuter, residential, comprehensive, and medical/doctoral institutions (Tinto, 2006).
Tinto (2006) challenged his own original work on retention theory (Tinto, 1988) and encouraged
a broader scale view given the difference in the HEI demographic of the present day. Sanford (1967)
presented work on challenge and support, grounding the concept that for growth to occur in individuals,
a person needs a balanced amount of challenge and support relative to the task at hand, as depicted in
Figure 4. Sanford reported that college students go through significant personal growth and
development, much of which is influenced by the college environment itself, both in a classroom setting
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and outside of it. He further added the state of readiness to the mix, inferring a person cannot grow
until they are emotionally, physically, and psychologically ready to grow.
Figure 4
Challenge and Support Theory

Note. Adapted from Where Colleges Fail: A Study of the Student as a Person, by N. Sanford, 1967, pp.
39–64. Copyright 1967 by Jossey-Bass.
With a changing student demographic, the balance of challenge and support changes for each
learner, taking into consideration the various qualities that make up their individual lives. No longer can
the administrator or researcher assume that two second-year students pursuing the same degree
program require the same degree of challenge and support to achieve maximum growth and
development. Although applicable and still relevant, there is less formula to the approach as offered by
Sanford; greater nuance needs to be taken into consideration of the lives of present-day learners.
Finally, as discussed in Evans et al.’s (2009) Student Development in College: Theory, Research,
and Practice, social identity development is the process by which people come to understand their social
identities (ethnicity, race, gender, sexual orientation, and others) and how these identities affect other
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aspects of their lives which are influenced by time and place and are constantly shifting. The social
identity development of students is grounded in racial identity, ethnic identity and acculturation,
multiracial identity, gender identity, sexual identity, and others. It aligns closely with the conceptual
model of identity described in the work of Jones and McEwen (2000), as shown in Figure 5. The model
challenges the belief that aspects of a person’s identity are connected to the core, rather framing it that
factors like gender, culture, race, and others are interconnected in concentric circles around the core of
the person. The interconnectedness, therefore, plays a role in influencing the core but is not central to
it, as it may be influenced or changed by other identity factors as the person grows and changes. It also
acknowledges that at a particular point in time an identity may play a bigger factor than another, as
shown by the dots in Figure 5 and their respective proximity to the core. This model tracks closely to the
concept of intersectionality described by Crenshaw (1989), another concept that influences the
understanding of this plan.
Peoples’ identities are complex, intersecting, and boundless (Crenshaw, 1989; Crenshaw et al.,
2019) and need to be considered when assessing day-to-day decisions. As coined by Crenshaw, the term
intersectionality once spoke to just the relationship with sex and race but has expanded to include
concepts of sexuality, gender, class, and other identities. As HEIs move to acknowledge this as
something relevant and present in students’ lives, there needs to be a better understanding of how
these intersecting identities impact how a student presents themselves when needing support.
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Figure 5
Model of Multiple Dimensions of Diversity

Note. Adapted from “A Conceptual Model of Multiple Dimensions of Identity,” by S. R. Jones and M. K.
McEwen, 2000, Journal of College Student Development, 41(4), p. 409. Copyright 2000 by Johns Hopkins
University Press.
The make-up of HEIs in Canada continues to become increasingly diverse across multiple
dimensions (Global Affairs Canada, 2019). Bringing intersectional practices and lenses into the work in
higher education will help to provide solutions to present-day concerns and prepare staff, faculty, and
students for future matters (Mitchell et al., 2014). Ensuring we can consider our students’ unique and
intertwined identities could positively affect retention, graduation, and persistence rates; furthering and
applying intersectionality into policies and practices can change the system for current and future
students.
Intersectionality connects very closely with SIT, as noted by Tajfel (1982), social identity is “that
part of the individual’s self-concept which derives from their knowledge of their membership in a social
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group (or groups) together with the value and emotional significance attached to that membership” (p.
2). Knowing these identities are constructed through social and historical processes, understanding the
relationship with the identities that are formed through intersectional practices is significant. Given the
historical systemic nature of higher education that has traditionally excluded certain populations,
viewing the concept of intersectionality for those traditionally excluded or oppressed would be most
appropriate and would align will Crenshaw’s original work on the topic.
This plan focuses on the impact SIT has on staff centring their work in a group setting, like an
academic, admissions, or financial aid advisor. A student’s intersectional identities impact how they
make decisions and how they are supported. Part of the staff’s social identity is formed through their
intersectional identities in the same way students’ identities are formed. Although an important factor
to acknowledge, the focus of this plan cannot broaden to discussing the role intersectionality has in the
social identity development of staff. The plan focuses on intersectionality in students’ lives, leaving the
staff lens to be discussed in future research. Table 3 offers an overview of the primary audience of the
framework, its theory, and concepts, and how it will be applied:
Table 3
Theoretical Framework and Associated Audiences

Theory or organizational
context
Social identity theory (SIT)

Staff audience
application
X

Intersectionality
Student development theory

Student audience
application

X
X

X

Every person has a social identity that is formed by multiple factors. Students hold a social
identity as much as a faculty member, leadership team member or staff member does, however the
factors influencing them vary. SIT is still relevant for students, but the lens that needs to be taken is the
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impact on staff. In the same way, intersectionality impacts the lives of staff and students, but for the
sake of scope, scale, and time, the focus of intersectionality will be on students as the primary
stakeholder for service. Student development theory speaks to the theoretical constructs of students’
lives but educates staff on how to learn and work with those constructs when interacting with students.
When applied through the change implementation plan, all three are relevant for the comprehensive
analysis, for example the choice of student development theories to apply should allow for space
intersectional discussions to ensure there is relevance for CU.
As has been discussed, vertical structures in ROs are systemic and continue to breed a culture of
siloed services. Creating those vertical structures are roles that are styled similarly based on a high
degree of specialty in the work. An individual’s social identity is built through both personal and work
factors. Our work factors are partially created through the job roles we want people to play, relating to
work that needs to be done. To move toward realizing the change and doing so successfully, a skilled
generalist mindset needs to be valued in the RO. Through shifting this culture, helping people to build an
identity with the core tenets of the work, supporting students at a broad level across all areas of the RO
(e.g., admissions, recruitment, financial aid, records), rather than identifying with narrow deep
expertise. Building a broad view of staff members’ social identity will allow for a more natural and
connected approach to service delivery. Allowing the concepts and theory discussed in this section to
play themselves out in the change process will help in reshaping the culture at CU and in the RO
specifically.
Embodying this framework to lead the change requires acknowledging identity, understanding
how personal and work factors impact identity formation, and understanding that students should not
need to learn how offices are organized to receive service. The change implementation plan shared in
Chapter 3, leverages Lewin (1951) as an overarching model used to communicate the change broadly,
Kotter (2012) as the core change model and the guide to plan the change process, and Hiatt (2006)
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leveraging its people centred approach to support people leaders and their teams through the
transition. SIT and the organizational concepts of intersectionality and student development theory ,
come through the change implementation plan. The next section offers a further analysis of the RO at
CU.
Critical Organizational Analysis
The change-readiness assessment offered in Chapter 1 provides context and concern for the
potential work that needs to occur across CU to effectively realize change. The work of Cawsey et al.
(2016) and Rafferty et al. (2013) heavily influences the organizational analysis through the changereadiness assessment and in better understanding the tenets that are core to realizing effective change
in a large organization. This section picks up the elements from Chapter 1 on change readiness and digs
into Nadler and Tushman’s (1980, 1999) work regarding the organizational congruence model and their
articulated importance of the formal and informal elements of the work structure, people, and culture.
Reflections on Change and Change Readiness at CU
The change-readiness analysis in Table 2 presents concerns about CU’s ability to change,
highlighting the impact of previous change experiences and the institution’s openness. The RO at CU
functions within a traditional vertical siloed structure, each unit operating separately from one another
with little crossover or acknowledgement of the value of crossover. Further, other elements divide
faculty administrative units and the RO, including the budget structure and shared responsibilities such
as degree audit. The need to shift away from this internal siloed structure in the RO and build stronger
connections with faculties will further collaboration and action that is grounded in student-centredness
(Keeling et al., 2007; Kramer, 2003; Melander, 2002).
Making this change is more than shifting the organizational structure at CU, it is about ensuring
the culture and people are in a mindset to rationalize and reason with the change. With this alignment—
or as noted by Nadler and Tushman (1980), congruence—the ability to see success and achieve
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outcomes is greater. The desire to bring about change has been articulated in the last two academic
plans for CU (CU, 2021b). Staff members in the RO continue to express their desire to support learners in
their work. Students continue to express a desire for change through self-reporting mechanisms such as
unit-level surveys, the Maclean’s magazine annual survey, and the National Survey on Student
Engagement (NSSE Survey Instruments, 2021). To want and desire change is different from the want and
desire to live through and experience the change. Given the ingrained elements of so many cultural
aspects at CU, working through this change will take time through the various stages of the change
implementation plan outlined in Chapter 3.
CU has had several university-wide projects in the last decade that have had bold change and
culture-shifting goals, which for various reasons, did not materialize in the substantive change
articulated through the change process. In contrast, the RO has not had substantive change processes
initiated in several years, with the last known external review of the office having occurred more than
20 years ago. Staff in the RO associate change success to the university-wide processes. Starting from a
place of a lack of belief that change is possible provides the greatest opportunity for this process.
The common sentiment among staff members in the RO is their protection and support of the
university as a whole. A strong sense of responsibility to be a caretaker for the university reinforces
notions of paternalistic structures in the institution, as explored in the next section.
Role of Paternalism in the RO at CU
The nature of several roles in higher education is centred on traditional male-built job structures
that are positioned in a paternalistic way (Acker, 1990). The culture of people taking on roles that
function with the view of protecting the university creates personalized obligation and loyalty to the
university and not to the students. Empowering students to have autonomy, choice, agency, and selfdetermination in their pursuit of education pushes up against the paternalistic structures. There is a
natural tension between the extent staff members and leaders should have the right to act in a
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paternalistic way (i.e., claiming that they know what is best for the ones under their care) in relation to
the wishes of those who seek their advice or treatment (Kim et al., 2006). As noted in Chapter 1, CU
functions in a hierarchical manner which aligns with structures of paternalism. The relationship assumes
there is a power inequity between individuals and assumes a perception of superiority over the other
(Kim et al., 2006). The underlying assumption is that the superior one knows what is best for the other,
and this concept is embodied in the staff members at CU, who lean on the structures created by the
division in their roles to act as gatekeepers between job functions. This is further reinforced in language
in job descriptions and procedural documents that share what can and cannot be done when interacting
with students, often providing a sole solution for resolution in alignment with policy.
The diverse and primarily first-generation HEI student nature of the student body at CU means
many students are not familiar with common structures in an HEI and are reliant on support from staff
members at the institution to guide them through the process of pursuing studies. It is important to
identify the different forms of paternalism and the intention behind the associated actions. Two
common types found in the literature are exploitative and benevolent paternalism (Kim et al., 2006),
and in the case of CU, the culture sits somewhere in between the two. Benevolent paternalism leads to
empathy and care for the end-user (in this case, the student), whereas exploitative paternalism leads to
the creation of a need to be reliant on those that are delivering service. Staff members in the RO at CU
lead with the genuine expression of care for the students but continue to build checks and balances with
staff members and between units and individuals to ensure that work continues to pass through hands
in the RO. Ensuring the staff in the RO can embody elements of the student development theories
discussed to encourage identity formation in students and trust their ability to be successful will be key
to moving beyond this paternalistic belief. This shift will be underscored in revised job descriptions and
procedural documents to ensure they reflect the care for a student desired in this plan.
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About the framework to lead the change, a staff member’s identity is formed in the workplace
through social structures among peers, but also physical structures and resources that reinforce certain
habits and behaviours. For example, service counters, locked doors, and gates to let people in and out
connect to a more exploitative paternalism than benevolent. The identity formation supports this
paternalistic approach regardless of the history of the students with which they work. The discussion
thus far speaks to several of the inputs in the congruence model offered by Nadler and Tushman (1980),
what is offered next is an overview of the model and a collation of the different aspects discussed to
speak to how to move the PoP forward.
Congruence Model
Before reviewing possible solutions to the PoP, it is necessary to conduct an analysis to look at
the cycle from inputs to outputs and feedback measures, guided by four key areas of an organization: (a)
the work; (b) the culture and informal structure; (c) the formal structure; and (d) the people (Cawsey et
al., 2016). Figure 6 offers a visual display of the congruence model and an analysis of elements
encapsulated in the model follows.
Figure 6
Congruence Model
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Note. Adapted from “A Model for Diagnosing Organizational Behavior,” by D. A. Nadler & M. L. Tushman,
1980, Organizational Dynamics, 9(2), p. 47. Copyright 1980 by Organizational Dynamics.
Inputs
Nadler and Tushman (1980) acknowledged inputs as the factors that face the organization, that
is, the items that the organization needs to work with, including the environment, resources, history,
and strategy. Chapter 1’s PESTE analysis offers some initial insight into the environmental factors at CU.
The environment is inclusive of all factors outside the organization that may impact it. Environmental
pressures make demands on the organization, they may place constraints on organizational action, and
they can provide opportunities that the organization can explore (Nadler & Tushman, 1980). Inputs in
the case of CU include, but are not limited to, other HEIs and their ability to recruit and retain students,
an HEI’s transfer capabilities, and the provincial government’s positioning with the SMAs. As discussed,
the SMA can play a factor in how much funding an institution can have to operate and function in
support of students (CU, 2020). This is the largest environmental factor creating demands, constraints,
and opportunities for CU, potentially without CU having a say in which areas are impacted.
Regarding resources at CU, there are technological constraints at the university that are
necessary to consider when realizing a solution to the PoP. A number of student system transformations
are on the horizon (e.g., student information system, customer relationship management systems) that
will ultimately bring about substantive change to the university. Although the technological change will
come over the next decade, executing the changes in this plan with the user in mind will help to bring
people along in both the RO changes and the broader system changes. Human resources issues also
need to be considered related to the strength of the union at CU. In my time here, I have learned this
home-grown union has a culture of prioritizing seniority over competency and skill sets in the workforce.
The nature of the long-service workforce who have been engaged in roles that are highly specialized and
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vertical may result in there not being a strong base of candidates to work with to realize this PoP or buy
in to this organizational change for CU’s students.
The strategy at CU, inclusive of the mission, vision, and values, is broad and is reflective of the
history of the university, the neighbourhood in which it is situated, and the desire to be greater than it is
currently. The RO just completed its first strategic plan in over a decade and the strategy is closely
connected to CU’s academic plan and the student services division’s strategic plan. These foundational
documents will guide the work to bring about the change and will act as the initial change in the culture
in the RO at CU. The change solutions outlined in the next section and through Chapter 3 will bring
forward the change to resolve the PoP. The strategy in the RO was cocreated with staff and guided by an
external review process, which will hopefully ensure the work is benchmarked against standards and
also start to build community and buy-in. When bringing these inputs through the transformation
process, I will highlight the importance of the individuals, formal structures, informal structures, and the
task/work at hand.
Transformation Process
The approach to transformation is composed of four major areas as outlined in Figure 6:
individual, tasks, informal organization, and formal organization (Nadler & Tushman, 1980). All four
factors have unique aspects related to the proposed need for change as described in this PoP as outlined
below.
Individuals. In realizing the change, people will be a key part of it for institutional buy-in,
execution, and awareness. Their skills, knowledge, and competencies will be needed to realize the
change, and there will need to be a closer look at where people are at in their current and ideal future
state development to ensure we have the right people doing the right work (Fernandez et al., 2016;
Nadler & Tushman, 1980). An individual’s identity is formed through a series of factors and the
workplace plays a large role in how people execute their job with a client audience—in this case,
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students—and with their peers (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Haslam et al., 2014). This PoP is not seeking a
significant turnover in staff members in the RO at CU, but rather an assessment of the competencies and
capacity to shift the work from a vertical, siloed structure to one that crosscuts all areas of the RO with a
student-centred approach.
Tasks. An organization’s tasks are the work to be done in the RO across all areas. As outlined in
Figure 2 in Chapter 1, the RO at CU is composed of business units that outline core functional tasks:
admissions, recruitment, records, registration, scheduling, and student financials, that are key to what a
student engages in with the office. These tasks are rarely seen in isolation from a student’s perspective,
they are often intertwined with one another and further speak to the need for a service model that puts
the student at the centre of the work. The nature of the current service model, as noted, has students
shuffling between business units for service delivery. Building new workflows and structures to realize
this desired change will be necessary to ensure the tasks are accomplished in service to the students.
Attachment to certain tasks in the organization will need to be attended to as staff members may be
partial to doing some work over others. This could stem from history or comfort level with the task at
hand, attentiveness to this desire and potential need will help to bring resolution to the problem while
also ensuring a certain degree of buy-in. Resolving the PoP is not about changing the tasks that need to
get done to serve students, instead, it is about questioning how the tasks get done and who is doing
them.
Informal Organization. As has been discussed, there is a strong culture at CU that has been built
out of long-service staff members who have remained in roles for several decades with a few leaders of
units in the RO that have not changed for quite a while. There has been some movement in the
leadership of the units in the RO that brought about associated change, but there is still some
sensemaking and storytelling that occurs about why certain functions and actions exist in a particular
way (Parker, 2000). As we move through this change in the RO, surfacing the current informal
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structures, deconstructing the why and how as much as possible, and working with staff to shift the
informal organization to a new place will take quite a bit of time as people will need to shift as well as
actions.
Formal Organization. Inclusive of everything from the structures, processes, and procedures
that support individuals in performing tasks (Nadler & Tushman, 1980), elements of the formal
organization have not changed much in recent history. The organizational structure in the RO will be a
key focus of possible solutions to resolve the PoP. We have grouped jobs into units based on business
function with minimal coordination to maintain a distinction between organizational units. The formal
organization is where I anticipate the greatest degree of transformation to occur. This will likely be seen
in who is delivering services in which unit, and what jobs will be designed to deliver service, whether in
front-facing or behind-the-scenes support. Moving to an organizational structure that is more horizontal
than vertical, considerations will need to be made for the physical spaces in which people work to
facilitate cross-unit sharing of information and ease of understanding from a student’s perspective. The
formal organization will be where foundational transformation will occur to dismantle traditional
structures.
Outputs
When assessing organizational performance and total outputs, three core factors are
considered: achieving the goal (based on objectives and strategy), how the resources were maximized,
and the organizations level of adaptability to the changing environment (Nadler & Tushman, 1980).
There is much more than the change in the RO that will realize this change across CU: other divisions,
departments, and groups need to be willing to adapt to a new organizational structure and environment
to ensure adoption and transition across the institution.
When thinking of the desired outputs, I need to be reminded of the importance of measuring
and assessing the different change aspects, as often what gets assessed is what tends to be the focus of
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work done toward completion (Cawsey et al., 2016). The core goal to be assessed is to ensure that
students feel like they are served in a student-centred organization based on measures that are about
the completeness of service and attentiveness to other elements rather than only satisfaction. Achieving
that goal while ensuring the RO can work within its current budget structures will be key, with the
option to vary and request more funding should it be necessary at a nominal level. The resource that
may not be able to be maximized is that of staff internally within the RO, as there is a risk that those
who are long serving may not be open to change, or may consider retiring or transitioning to another
role, which may lead to a loss of institutional memory. As this plan moves into change planning, possible
staff turnover is a large risk to the project as an output regarding adapting to the change. The solutions
that follow this section do not position the status quo as a viable sustainable option to achieve a true
student-centred vision. Therefore, there will need to be an assessment on how willing the RO, and CU,
will be to realize the change in the short and long term.
Solutions to Address the Problem of Practice
The lack of student-centredness in the service delivery in the RO is systemic and goes beyond
the culture and structure at CU. There are a few solutions worth exploring that speak to the guiding
questions and their themes as presented in Chapter 1: (a) traditional structures and (b) culture and
change. The solutions are grounded in this plan’s definition of student-centredness, ensuring (a) student
development theory-based practices are embedded into every department that involves student
interaction; (b) that students are treated uniquely of one another, recognizing difference; and (c)
support of the need, learning, and development from the lens and the place of the student (Decker,
2013; de la Sablonnière et al., 2009; Elliott & Healy, 2001; Tinto, 1993; Walters, 2003). The following
section offers three options to consider. I have intentionally left out maintaining the status quo as an
option, as the current structure and approach has not progressed with present-day students;
maintaining the status quo will lead to greater regression at CU as competitor institutions and peer units
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at the university have moved well beyond what is currently offered as the status quo. Maintaining the
status quo does not remain a viable option when working within the critical paradigm (Abdul Rehman &
Alharthi, 2016; Asghar, 2013). Support from senior leadership at CU indicates a desire to bring about
transformative substantive change from the present state and so the following solutions are presented
with this in mind.
Solution 1: Shift Service Delivery to Business Units
Organizational structures in ROs are traditionally organized based on the specialty of work and
the organizational difference between areas within the RO (e.g., admissions, financial aid, systems;
Lauren, 2006). Despite recent structural changes in a registrarial space and structure, with the increased
scope of work, and changing expectations from university leadership (Pittinsky, 2019; Rooney, 2020),
the work of the office will continue to remain foundational to the function of the HEI.
A solution could be to lean into the historically existing structures within HEIs and leverage a
known context to move to a system that supports students differently and holistically. It leverages
current structures, current roles, and staff members’ identities and connection to their work. Having
service delivery transfer back to the business units may still result in students passing between
individuals and units. To overcome that would be to employ a traditional one-stop model of service
delivery, where there are units that are collocated in a common space within close proximity to one
another (Maldonado Altieri, 2019a, 2019b; Walters, 2003) and remove the service delivery (ServiceOne)
team entirely, minimizing it to responding to basic questions or simply structuring it as a receptionist
that directs students to the appropriate services.
In this possible solution, physical space will be enhanced and retrofitted to ensure it reflects the
needs of students and staff. Staff members who are specialists in the different business units in the RO
will be working out of the space. Students will be able to come into the space, be seen by a receptionist
or a triage person, and appropriately directed to the specialist who will support the student’s need.
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Should there be another referral within the RO, staff can make the referral to a colleague within one
space. There will need to be structures in place to share advising notes between specialists from
different areas in the RO to minimize the retelling of student stories between staff members. There will
also need to be a structure to ensure there is minimal to no wait time for a student to speak to another
colleague in the service delivery space when the student is already there.
In this potential solution, the staff members will work within a common space but will be
responsible and accountable to their respective business units. They will be closely connected to the
business processes in their areas at the end of the day and maintain their peer connections within their
vertical structure. Organizationally, with the proposed solution creating and minimizing a service unit
structure, this solution would deconstruct the current ServiceOne team to the business units, empower
service roles in their home structures, and reinforce structures, history, and identity of staff and
organizational roles.
Solution 2: Build Up and Empower Service Delivery Unit
Students in any HEI should not need to figure out how administrative offices are organized to
have their questions effectively answered or simply to receive service. As an office that services all
students at CU, the RO has the opportunity to play a critical role in the experience of a student through
their whole journey (Lauren, 2006). A solution to consider is identifying the service delivery that is
occurring in the RO in various units and first, analyze if it can be supplemented with technological
enhancements and second, remove the service delivery from that business unit and transfer the work to
the main service delivery unit (ServiceOne). For example, instead of making referrals to other staff to
produce transcripts for students, staff in ServiceOne will be trained to produce transcripts on the spot
for a student upon request. This transition would be a disruptive exercise as some roles in business units
are balanced between front-facing and behind-the-scenes service delivery, so role functions could be
split, but it would be part of a greater review of service delivery.
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With this solution in mind, it is important to acknowledge the benefits of technological
enhancements to support greater student access to services, but also to emphasize that it is not a
magical solution to a problem (Kramer, 2003; Slaughter et al., 2001). The current silos that exist in the
RO make it difficult for staff to have a cursory understanding of the impact of their work in relation to
that of their peers in other areas. Removing the barriers between these spaces will permit the
realization of the ideal horizontal structures (Keeling et al., 2007; Kuh, 1996) as discussed in the PoP in
Chapter 1.
Three areas of future change will build the foundation to achieve this solution: consolidating
service, having skilled professionals on the front line, and employing a case management approach.
Reducing the service delivery to one central unit allows for streamlining of understanding for students to
know that if they go to one space and speak with their designated advisor (or their peer colleague when
staff support is not possible), they will be able to receive service across all areas of the RO without
needing to understand organizational structures. With this solution, it would be essential to embody a
similar focus on physical space as outlined in the first solution offered: welcoming, open, and attentive
to unique aspects of students’ lives. Within the new consolidated service area, the student is served at
the first point of contact, with a trained skilled advisor. Rethinking the concept of a one-stop from being
a physical space with units near one another (Herget, 2018; Maldonado Altieri, 2019a; Walters, 2003), to
building one-stop functions in people, elevating people to build students up, empowering them to make
decisions, and equipping them with the knowledge, training, and ongoing development to support the
students. Doing so will minimize escalation to other staff or units internally and the retelling of stories.
The current service delivery model in the RO is a drop-in clinic model, where a student meets
and speaks with a new person during each interaction, whether with ServiceOne or a business unit in
the RO, needing to share their story multiple times over. Shifting to a case management model helps
build a personal connection for students as they can have a single point of contact to remain with them
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throughout their studies. Facilitating this would mean that each student would be assigned an advisor at
the point of accepting their offer of admission and the student would be connected to them through
their journey regardless of program changes, ensuring a relationship, trust, and engagement can be
established and maintained from day one. This would mimic a family doctor model where a student has
a designated point of contact and can build a relationship from start to finish of their HEI experience.
The family doctor case management model centres on a generalist who can see the student through a
full holistic lens and leverage the work of specialists behind the scenes when necessary. The case
management approach to this solution will not only be a difference-maker for CU among peer
institutions, but it aligns well with the desire for holistic student support that elevates the identity of the
student to be thought of as their whole self when interacting with the RO at CU. This revised studentcentred approach will result in stronger student retention and positive affinity and association with CU
(Bean & Eaton, 2001; Tinto, 2006; Walters, 2003), and will ultimately shift the perception and reputation
of the university.
Solution 3: Dismantle and Decentralize Services
A large university like CU must balance centralized and decentralized structures between
services offered inside and outside the faculties. Although in the current structure students intersect
with the RO at all points from the start of their experience at CU through the finish, several points over a
student’s journey also rest with their academic faculty or department in which they study.
Acknowledging the student journey at CU and the natural functions of the university can align
well with a student’s experience. A solution could be to reframe the structure of the RO and shift the
services to individual faculties to execute for students. This would be disruptive, yet potentially align
with the activity-based budget model at CU where funds are received by the faculties by headcount and
currently transferred to central services to support their students (Szatmary, 2011), but in a possible
future state funds could be retained by the faculty to serve their students directly.
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To embody the third tenet of the definition of student-centredness as shared by this plan, to
“support the need, learning and development from the lens and the place of the student” (Decker,
2013; Tinto, 1993; Walters, 2003), shifting services in the RO (admissions advising, student accounts,
financial aid) to the faculties puts the services where the student is at. This solution could repurpose the
resources in the RO and redistribute them to the faculties based on student population, and should a
faculty wish to add more resources, they could do so after the redistribution occurs. This will minimize
the referrals out of the faculty and allow for potentially a more holistic experience, for example, by
being able to help a student who wishes to drop a course and deal with a refund or an amendment to
their loan application at the same time. There is a risk that there will be a re-creation of the current RO
structure in each of the 11 faculties if they do not shift the roles and functions in the faculty to ensure
that there is no bouncing around within the faculty itself. There is also a large risk that each faculty will
begin to deal with students using their own rules and interpretations. Within a short while, individual
operating styles could develop within each faculty and students would get different advice and
treatment depending on their faculty of registration.
Within this solution, there will need to be an analysis of what is regulatory and requires
reporting to either a provincial, federal, or corporate body that may need to remain with the RO along
with any ongoing training, development, and engagement. Students may better understand service
delivery if it all happens in one place in the faculty, particularly if service delivery happens from the start
to finish of the student experience there. Instilling a strong culture of collaboration and an earnest
approach to the shared work would be necessary for this; an administrative organizational desire to do
so may not bring out the spirit that is necessary to execute (Kramer, 2003). This possible solution
reinforces siloed structures in the faculties but also reflects the model that exists at CU reinforcing
identities and structures based on history.
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Evaluation of Solutions
Service delivery in the RO at CU needs to be attended to holistically to reflect students’ unique
needs. Approaching service through a student-centred lens, as described, shows up in all three solutions
through different avenues; however, one solution stands out over others, an analysis follows with a
recommendation.
The solution suggesting a shift of service delivery to business units (Solution 1) leverages the
already existing organizational structure in the RO along with skills set in individual staff members and
their current job roles. This solution relies on creating a space that could be used as a physical location
for service delivery among all the units. It also leverages the traditional model of a one-stop-shop, with
organizational function in close proximity of space (Herget, 2018; Maldonado Altieri, 2019a; Walters,
2003), but it has the potential to reinforce the shuffling for students. The value in this solution is
creating a space that reflects the service that should be delivered to students and honours the current
function and service offered by each business unit, as well the staff who work within them. However,
the value and benefits do not outweigh the potential continuation of the shuffling of students between
people to receive service, continuing to treat students based on the issue they present as opposed to
holistically.
The solution suggesting dismantling areas in the RO and decentralizing services to the faculties
(Solution 3) leverages student affinity with their academic home. The solution is reliant on a certain
degree of trust, collaboration, and division of resources between the RO and each respective faculty. It
makes broad assumptions about adequate service delivery, with staffing divided equally between the
faculties, and assumes that faculties would have sufficient resources to supplement resources should
that not be the case. The ethic of collaboration needs to be present for this solution to work (Kramer,
2003) with a balance of regulatory reporting and accountability situated within the RO and service
delivery with the faculties. The value of this is to locate services in one space where a student could
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receive services from all parts of their journey, along with creating a delineation of the relationship
between organizational units. The drawbacks to this solution resemble the one previously discussed:
although students may be in a common place for service delivery, it would still require shuffling
between individuals to provide service. CU has a long tradition of encouraging interdisciplinary learning
and some degree structures span faculties, with this model students will need to determine which
faculty to engage with based on their majors, resulting in the potential for greater confusion among
students. Another drawback may be that the service delivery may vary greatly between students in
certain faculties, given fiscal differences, in addition to the duplication of services across faculties.
Accuracy for reporting to government and central bodies through the RO with information from the
faculties may be compromised, resulting in regulatory issues for CU.
The solution suggesting building up and empowering the service delivery unit (Solution 2) makes
CU a difference-maker among HEIs because it would be unique in the university sector as a result of the
use of a case management approach. This solution allows a perspective on service delivery that
challenges the perception of service standards and culture. Over the last decade, a growing trend in HEIs
was to build one-stop shops, which were often guided by a student-centred philosophy, ultimately
leading to greater student retention (Bean & Eaton, 2001; Tinto, 1993; Walters, 2003). As discussed in
the first solution, a one-stop is focused on efficiency and interrelated services that go beyond
boundaries, but it needs to be more than ensuring offices are near one another. This solution pushes
against the traditional approach to a one-stop and positions the one-stop with the staff member as
opposed to just a physical space, empowering the individual to provide the support as opposed to
relying on a physical space solution. This solution can only be realized through effective collaboration,
use of technology, and restructuring, with a focus on ensuring it minimizes disruption for students
(Herget, 2018).
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The value of this model is that it creates an empowered team in the service unit to support a
student from multiple perspectives, creating a well-rounded, skilled professional for personal and
professional development. It also brings value to a student to have a trusted professional to connect
with who can provide holistic student support from the start to finish of their academic journey. The
drawback to this solution is the transformative cultural shift that would need to occur to realize this
solution. It will push up against traditional structures and act as a stand-alone model for centralized
student services at CU, which may result in people not understanding the structure and model of service
delivery. This solution, relative to the other two, will have an increased cost with the longest runway for
return: more senior empowered professionals doing the work of deep relationship building, attempting
to rebuild trust among a student base that has distrust with CU built over a long period. This solution
provides the potential to build strong relationships with students before arrival and throughout their
studies, which positions CU well for strong alumni relationships and overall great long-term net
promoter scores. This solution will need to be executed over a longer term, with key performance
indicators that will vary with modest changes in early years and more significant, more profound, and
systemic impacts after up to 5 years from solution execution.
In Chapter 1 questions were provided to guide the discussion on this PoP. Table 4 looks at those
questions about the solutions offered, along with other factors that leadership at CU would be curious
about in implementing any of the solutions: financial cost, length of time to realize return on investment
(ROI), resource impact, and reputational impact. The assessment uses a 3-point scale from negative one
(˗1) to positive one (+1) representing a low likelihood or negative response, to a high likelihood or
positive response respectively; a zero (0) represents a neutral or no change.
Although Solution 1 and Solution 2 received similar scores, the opportunity for a positive
reputational impact and the ability to respond positively to the guiding questions offered in Chapter 1
positions Solution 2 in a more favourable light. When reflecting on the three possible solutions shared
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here and recognizing the option to maintain the status quo is not feasible, the proposed solution to the
PoP is situated within Solution 2 by having an empowered, dedicated staff team from a single service
unit. As the solution structures are built and an appropriate execution plan is made, it will be necessary
to acknowledge the role the faculties play in the structure of CU and how to ensure their inclusion in the
development of the change.
The proposed solution will impact CU at multiple levels and will need support at the most senior
levels for effective buy-in and successful execution. Initial buy-in has been offered, and given the length
of a potential rollout and time to see valuable execution of the change—upwards of a full
undergraduate student cycle—sustained buy-in over time will be necessary. Building checkpoints
through the change project implementation and sustainment stages will be needed and are discussed in
the next chapter.
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Table 4
Assessment of Possible Solutions to Address the PoP

Guiding questions and factors

Solution 1: Shift
service delivery
to business
units

Solution 2: Build up
and empower
service delivery
unit

Solution 3:
Dismantle and
decentralize
services

Guiding questions: Traditional structures
How does the perception of a
transactional office change to one that
offers a developmental and proactive
support to students?

+1

+1

+1

How does the perception of what a
front-line staff member can do for you
change?

0

+1

0

How feasible is it to provide
individualized service to students at a
large HEI like CU?

0

+1

+1

Can CU handle a large-scale change of
what’s being proposed in the RO while
it intersects with other change
opportunities also impacting the
university?

+1

0

+1

Is the culture at CU ready to embrace
and work toward this seismic change?

0

˗1

0

Financial cost

0

˗1

˗1

Length of time to realize ROI

0

˗1

0

Resource impact

0

+1

˗1

Reputational impact

0

+1

0

+2

+2

+1

Guiding questions: Culture and change

CU leadership buy-in factors

Total

Note. When considering leadership buy-in factors, it is assumed that an increase in financial costs and a
long runway to realize ROIs would be considered a negative one (˗1) on the scale due to the increase in
costs to the university and length of time before things change in the culture.
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Leadership Ethics, Equity, Social Justice, and/or Decolonization Challenges in Organizational Change
Most CU students come from neighbourhoods near a campus which are highly racialized with a
generally low socioeconomic background. This is true of CU’s current campuses and is what preliminary
data shows of its third campus once opened. With a focus on access and a history of being a social
justice-focused school, there is an ethical and social imperative to ensure that the diverse makeup of the
CU community is being served. The diversity of the student body and its respective intersections is the
social justice focus of this plan, to seek ways to ensure there is an equitable and fair approach to address
each student’s unique needs. Ensuring the equitable concept of fairness—to treat people fairly, we
cannot treat people the same way—is embodied in service delivery in the RO at CU is significant to the
success of this plan, as is ensuring we approach service delivery with a student-centred approach. This
plan is dedicated to attending to equitable practices to serve student populations. This section highlights
themes that complement the rest of the document.
As a new staff member at an institution with a long-service workforce, I will need to be acutely
aware of the cultural context for staff to serve students in this equitable way. Designing policies and
practices with an intersectional lens while going through this change will be essential to ensure the
concept is not simply situated to inform the why but is also part of the way I bring about the change in
the organization. There is a risk that taking an intersectional lens through policy formation or business
practice development could push up against traditional practices in an RO. It will be imperative to have
staff at all levels of the organization embedded and included in the design and execution of the work to
ensure buy-in and connection to the work.
Northouse (2019) posited the integral role ethics plays in leadership, given a leader’s impact on
an organization’s operations and structure. He framed five principles that provide a foundation for
ethical leadership: (a) respect others, (b) serve others, (c) show justice, (d) manifest honesty, and (e)
build community. These principles reinforce the need to align my authentic and transformative
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leadership approaches with the solution to address the PoP, as alluded to earlier in this chapter.
Although the PoP is looked at through the concept of intersectionality in the lives of our students to lead
the change process, other aspects are necessary to surface in relation to possible challenges to
organizational change, namely the importance of physical space in service delivery, the impact
intersectional identities of staff play in service delivery, and the role decolonizing policies and practices
have when led from a settler lens.
Physical Space Acknowledging Identity
The recommended solution acknowledges the need to have staff members that are highly
skilled and positioned at the first point of contact for a student with a case management approach. The
solution acknowledges the need for strong relationship building to establish connections between staff
members and students. It also suggests the need for substantive physical spaces that acknowledge the
different identities in students at CU. Gaining an accurate perspective on the use of space and
supporting different populations will be key to bringing the diversity of the student body and staff into
the process to ensure buy-in and also to avoid making assumptions about users’ space needs (Folsom,
2011). Taking an appreciative advising approach to executing this solution will keep the student at the
centre of the work and follow stages of the appreciative advising model, namely the first step, disarm, to
ensure comfort in a space from the outset of the experience (Appreciative Advising, 2021).
Spaces with low countertops, warm colour tones, expressive artwork that is not university
paraphernalia, and furniture in waiting areas that encourages social and casual interactions allow for a
healthy and safe setting for conversations with staff members (Strain, 2009). Entering physical spaces
that account for differences without needing to ask or request them honours people and their identities.
This work will bring in colleagues from ServiceOne, along with partners across CU with Indigenous
cultural competencies to incorporate ways of learning in the space, along with colleagues from the
accessibility offices to ensure support for leaners who have auditory and visual needs.
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Intersectional Identities of Staff Members in the RO
As mentioned earlier in this chapter, a person’s social identity is formed through their
intersectional identities. Therefore, a staff’s identity is formed in the same way as a student’s is. How
staff members in the RO approach their work is through their unique intersectional lens formed through
work and personal factors of identity formation. To meet students where they are in their development
and growth, HEIs need to educate staff around different identities to ensure broad inclusion and
awareness, but also need to hire and have a visible representation of diverse perspectives to serve
populations.
Inspired by the work of Crenshaw (1989), there has been a growing shift in defining
intersectionality in both our work and personal lives in relation to social identity. Warner (2008) posited
that intersectionality is the idea that “social identities such as race, gender, and class interact to form
qualitatively different meanings and experiences” (p. 454), which pushes up against the concept that
social identities function independently and are additive in the forming of experiences. As such, the
intersectional identities of staff members who serve at CU are important because without
acknowledgement of these unique attributes, their impact on how the staff work and serve students is
discounted. It is also important to acknowledge the role privilege plays in who supports whom in a
service environment. Hegarty and Pratto’s (2001) study found that those who served others and created
norms in service and expectation were of a different and higher social status than those who were being
served, with different conceptions of identity than the audience receiving service.
It is important to consider the impact of the intersectional identity of staff members in service
delivery in the RO at CU. The consideration, for the realization of the resolution of this PoP, is centred on
being aware of the intersectional identities staff members have in the workplace, but the scope of this
plan does not permit a comprehensive discussion on that topic. That work will need to be taken up with
another research project. It may be challenging to ensure that the team working in the RO reflects
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students’ diverse intersections at CU. Strict union regulations on hiring require jobs to be filled by those
already within the university-wide staffing complement, so if the competencies, social identity makeup,
and skill sets are not inherent in the institution, then there would not be a way to hire specifically for
them. This restriction may lead to the need for greater education for staff members about inequities
and supports for learners as opposed to starting from the point of working with people’s lived
experiences first. The new approach will also leverage students in the space to ensure there is an
opportunity for peer-to-peer connections. I will need to be cautious in my approach to ensure there is
not a downloading of extra work on staff members who reflect the diversity of the student body at CU,
putting further strain on a particular population, and increasing the emotional labour connected to their
job (Benn-John & Mello, 2018; Chong, 2009; Froyum, 2013).
Decolonizing Policies and Practices
As an immigrant and a settler in this country, I do not bring an Indigenous lived experience
perspective to the conversation through my own lived experience. I spent over a decade on unceded
territory in British Columbia before I started to work on Treaty territory in Ontario. My perspective on
working on decolonizing policies and practices starts from a perspective of working and living on stolen
land without agreements between the Crown and Indigenous peoples. To continue to advance and
respond to the Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada’s (2015) calls to action, it is necessary to
work to dismantle colonial structures in HEIs and build revised policies and procedures that attend to an
Indigenized approach.
Recently, CU hired a senior academic administrator who is responsible for Indigenous initiatives
across the university, holding accountability to CU’s Indigenous framework. I must establish a close
relationship with this leader to work through the organizational change process. The slogan or concept
“nothing about us without us” applies to this plan and, in particular, to any decolonizing activity. The
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work shall not occur to a population without that population or representative group’s involvement
throughout.
In recent years there has been an awakening to the history of Indigenous peoples in this
country and the intergenerational trauma associated with it for generations that followed. As the ideal
solution to change the RO is operationalized, ensuring engagement with the CU senior leader
accountable for the Indigenous framework, and complementary training and development for staff are
integral to success. Decolonization should be viewed through a lens of reciprocity for Indigenous people,
which means examining how students of all sorts come into institutions and how they move through.
Educating about the historical inequities in our system creates opportunities for learning between
Indigenous and non-Indigenous people that improve understanding and inclusion of Indigenous ways of
knowing and being within the academy (Cull et al., 2018).
Building structures in the RO at CU that empower the settler leadership to understand how to
decolonize the organization and work toward the Indigenization of practices will be key to the institution
and this change’s success. These structures will also continue to build a leaderful organization among
staff (Raelin, 2003) to support learners at all levels and acknowledge historical inequities, working
toward undoing those histories and an Indigenized policy and practice future state.
Chapter 2 Conclusion
The social identities of those in CU are formed through a number of avenues. For our staff, their
work situations dictate how they serve a student based on the knowledge they have access to, the
function of their business unit, and what they are advised to do in their work. It is empowering for the
staff member and paternalistic toward the student. This chapter provided a review of a framework to
lead the change needed in the RO at CU through the lenses of SIT, intersectionality, and select student
development theories. Embodying this framework to realize the identified solution to build-up and
empower the service delivery unit will not be an easy effort, as explored through the change-readiness
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assessment at the end of Chapter 1 and the critical organizational analysis offered in this chapter.
However, authentic transformative leadership will help to build strong structures for a change plan to
realize the change and move beyond the status quo. The chapter that follows centres on the
implementation, evaluation, and change process to realize this change at CU.
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Chapter 3: Implementation, Evaluation, and Communication
Chapter 1 of this plan offered drivers of change informed by Whelan-Berry and Somerville
(2010). These drivers are mostly internal and were identified by Cawsey et al.’s (2016) readiness-forchange questionnaire. The change implementation plan (see appendix) is styled to ensure it can support
the ultimate goals of CU and its students. This chapter provides a perspective on the second-order
change that needs to occur, highlights the proposed approach to attend to the change, and discusses
the resources and steps to make it happen. It then offers an overview of monitoring and evaluation
plans guided by Markiewicz and Patrick’s (2016) approach. The details of these sections will be a
coordinated communication plan framed by Cawsey et al.’s (2016) four-phase approach. It concludes
with thoughts on the next steps and future considerations for this plan and CU.
Change Implementation Plan
The proposed change will be transformational and “so substantial that it alters the operating
systems, underlying values or culture of an organization or system” (Kezar, 2018, p. 85). An outcome of
the change aligns with two core indicators of second-order change: attitudinal change in how people
work together and serve one another, and structural pieces that result in new policies, departmental
structures, and procedures. CU is not accustomed to second-order change. Implementing a stepped
process to bring people along through the change will be important to sustain the whole process to
ensure ongoing buy-in, cultural change, and connection.
Organizational Change Framework
This plan suggests a change framework that will encompass three different models by Lewin
(1951), Kotter (2012) and Hiatt (2006). Three models may seem like a lot for this plan, but each serves a
purpose. They have common elements that connect closely to one another and, depending on the group
exposed to the change, they may connect more strongly with one element over another. Lewin (1951)
acts as an overarching model used to communicate the change broadly, Kotter (2012) is the core change
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model and the guide to plan the change process, and Hiatt (2006) leverages its people centred approach
to support leaders and their teams through the transition. Chapter 2 speaks to the framework to lead
the change, inclusive of SIT and the organizational concepts of intersectionality and student
development theory, the following is designed with the framework in mind.
The Lewin model has been adapted from his original framing a number of times over, and for
the sake of this discussion, I will focus on the interpretation by Kang (2015). Lewin uses layperson
language of unfreezing, changing, and refreezing approaches, and will act as an overarching umbrella
process to frame the change. When connected to the Kotter (2012) model, there is alignment with the
first and last stages and the freezing and refreezing elements of the model, respectively, and the
remaining six elements reflect the change element. Hiatt’s (2006) ADKAR (awareness, desire,
knowledge, ability, and reinforcement) model is centred on the individual experience in a one-to-one
context, and its five steps can be laid up against the other two change models to draw connections as
well. The framing and use of the Lewin (1951) model will be mostly for ease of communication to the
broader community. The Kotter (2012) model, as the primary model to guide the change, will be used to
plan and ensure internal awareness of the different change stages and will guide the rest of the
conversation and references in this chapter. The Hiatt (2006) model offers a people- and staff-centred
lens to change and could offer support for members of the leadership team in the RO to support team
members to work through this change process at an individual level.
The different frameworks shared in Table 5 can be approached in an agile (iterative) manner
rather than a waterfall (linear) way to ensure work can be adapted, evaluated, and continuously
assessed and reassessed in shorter time frames, or sprints. Chapter 2 discussed possible solutions to the
PoP and moved forward with Solution 2: build-up and empower service delivery unit. It works with the
principle that students in any HEI should not need to figure out how administrative offices are organized
to have their questions effectively answered or simply to receive service. The RO interacts with all
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students at CU and therefore the office has a critical opportunity to shape a student’s experience
throughout their whole time at the university (Lauren, 2006). This recommended solution puts the most
skilled professional as the first point of contact for students representing work across all RO business
units but operating in one service delivery unit.
Table 5
Organizational Change Framework
Thinker

Early stage

Midstage

Late stage

Benefits

Lewin
(1951)

Unfreeze

Change

Refreeze

Easy to
communicate
layperson language,
in an environment
where people have
not experienced
much change.

Kotter
(2012)

Establishing a sense
of urgency

Communicating the
change vision

Creating the
guiding coalition

Empowering
employees for broadbased action

Consolidating
gains and
producing more
change

Plan and ensure
internal awareness
of the different
change stages;
guide the
conversation.

Developing a vision
and strategy

Hiatt
(2006)

Awareness of the
need for change

Generating shortterm wins

Anchoring new
approaches in the
culture

Desire to support and
participate in the
change

Reinforcement to
sustain the
change

Knowledge of how to
change
Ability to implement
required skills and
behaviours

People- and staffcentred lens to
support working
through this change
process at an
individual level.

This solution will remove the barriers between offices in the RO and will permit the realization
of the ideal horizontal structures (Keeling et al., 2007; Kuh, 1996) as discussed in the PoP in Chapter 1.
This solution builds one-stop functions in people rather than spaces, elevating people to build students
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up, empowering them to make decisions, and equipping them with the knowledge, training, and
ongoing development to support the student. The successful execution of this solution will minimize
escalation internally and students needing to retell their stories.
Goals
The change proposed intends to create a student-centred approach to service delivery in the RO
at CU. Realizing this goal is through an intentional shift from an organizational culture that is highly
transactional to one that offers a developmental approach that acknowledges the unique identities of
students. There are a series of short, medium, and long term goals required to achieve the desired
future state.
In the short term (within 4 months of the change being initiated), there should be greater
awareness and understanding of the rationale behind the change by staff with increasing amounts of
buy-in as the days, weeks, and months pass after the initial announcement. Another goal is to ensure
job evaluations and grading of roles are completed, with new jobs posted promptly to help people
connect to the change by seeing the different nature of the work. While the whole staffing complement
of over 175 people in the RO will be impacted by the change, approximately 50 people will be directly
impacted by the job or role changes. This process will also surface the need to support staff to be
successful in competing for new roles and face the reality that they may end up without a role in the
new model. This means having intentional learning and development for staff through the recruitment
process, and effective transition-out support, should it be necessary, in alignment with collective
agreements. In the medium term (within 18 months of the change being initiated), the full staff team
should be hired (within 6 months), with a new work culture being formed after successful onboarding
and ongoing professional development sessions for staff (within 8 months). In the long term (18 months
to 5 years after the change is initiated), students should be able to identify the culture change, especially
those who would have experienced the current culture. In the long term, through their self-
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identification, students should see the RO at CU as a trusted environment to receive service and
support. These measured goals—and others detailing key benchmarks and key performance
indicators—will help to ensure the change implementation is successful along with the monitoring and
evaluation plan.
CU Context and Connections for Others
As noted in Chapter 2, CU is undergoing a series of transformations. First, a large technological
transformation will occur, changing several systems that directly impact the student experience from
inquiry through graduation. This technological change will have a direct impact on staff and students
and will require unlearning and learning new steps to common business processes. Next, with the other
transformations already occurring at CU, there is a large service culture change occurring in human
resources and finance that will impact how staff members interact with everything from applying for a
job to submitting an expense. As shown in the readiness assessment in Chapter 1, CU is not at an
optimal readiness level. Working in tandem with the other change activities can create momentum
across CU. There remains an uphill struggle to actualize the change proposed in this plan, and the
calculated steps to the change implementation plan (see appendix) will work toward mitigating the
inherent risk in change at CU.
Improved Situations for Others
The change discussed will attend to internal staff needs to ultimately have more resources to
support the building up of their skillset, knowledge, and tools to do their work. There will be
overwhelming sentiments of satisfaction along with ultimate empowerment to be able to help and
support students at CU more robustly. Students will also be put in a situation to ensure they feel safe
and empowered to share their stories and identities to inform the supports they need on their academic
journey. Although a revised service delivery model may not provide answers to all inquiries and
questions, having a trusted starting point will be the desired improved situation for students. Finally,
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staff outside of the RO will ideally have an improved working relationship with the RO. This will lead to a
trusted line of communication and continuity of service, offering more thoughtful referrals from RO staff
to partner offices on campus and similar first-point-of-contact connections between peers for quick
resolution of questions.
Stakeholder Reactions to Change
Three main stakeholder groups are impacted by this change: students, staff in the RO, and other
staff across the university. Their respective responses to this change will be varied, as each stakeholder
may have experienced the service differently. The following section reflects on the three stakeholders,
their probable responses to the change, and any potential relief measures.
Students. At the core of any HEI should be the student. The opportunity arising from working
with an ever-changing contemporary population is the ability to keep up with their needs and
capabilities, as opposed to them needing to keep up with the HEIs’. New-to-CU students likely have not
developed a process, routine, or culture with the RO, and can easily adapt to this change. Current
students who are at the latter stages of their academic journey may not feel they are reaping the
benefits of the change because of the long turnaround time to realize the change. To ensure these
students are engaged through the process, taking comments about their current experiences into
consideration will be key. It will be equally important to show how their advice has informed the
change. There is also concern that students have built a culture of navigating the complex system that
already exists, so changing it could be disruptive to that group. Taking a balanced approach to the
change by being explicit about the student feedback and how it is being used to inform future practice is
needed.
Staff in the RO. The proposed change speaks to elevating and acknowledging the unique
intersectional identities of students, through the empowerment of staff in the RO. The long-service staff
members in the RO and at CU have done work in a particular way for a long time. The proposed change
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positions a different way of working that may be quite unfamiliar to individuals. The reactions from staff
in the RO may result in them questioning their place in the organization and their own social identity as
formed by their role over time. As the roles are considerably different and the roles are brand new,
posting the new jobs will almost certainly bring the change to a point of hitting close to home. As was
mentioned in previous chapters, there is a need to focus on the social identity formation of students in
this plan, allowing space for a larger conversation about staff identity in a future discussion. Regardless
of the need for a deeper dive in the future, attention to staff reaction is needed when the change
occurs. Part of implementing the change means adapting to the staff’s reactions to the change itself.
Responding to the reactions means also being prepared for potential responses, which include but are
not limited to, feeling undervalued, not having the adequate skill set to realize the new vision, and
uncertainty of place in the RO and across CU. There will be developmental opportunities for staff to
engage in once the change is announced, which will support increasing the capacity and skillset in staff
members to take on the new roles and opportunities. Although it may not be positively received by all,
taking a staged approach to realizing the change and addressing the staff members’ needs as part of the
transition will ensure sufficient engagement in the change.
Staff Across CU. Staff members across the university who interact closely with the RO identify
the issues that have been acknowledged in this plan. Enacting the change and moving in a different
direction than people who have been conditioned will be impactful. There has been an expectation built
by staff across CU that when they speak with one individual in one office in the RO they may be shuffled
to another office, similar to the experiences of students. When that culture starts to shift, there will be a
need to unlearn current practices and learn new ones. The same would be true for developing, training,
and growing new staff members. It is expected that there will be an overall positive reception received
by staff across CU, with some impatience for a quick improvement. To manage this reaction and desired
response, there will need to be a sharing of the small wins and beneficial changes as they happen over a
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period. There will need to be a level set of expectations to be clear that the desire to achieve an optimal
level of support for students will take a while to achieve as the work approach, service delivery, and
actions will need to be settled in a new culture at CU and revised relationships for all with the RO.
It is anticipated that, ultimately, reaction to the change will be well received by students, staff in
the RO, and staff across CU. The process to get to that point is going to be different for each
stakeholder, along with the length of time to get there. With these reactions in mind, there are avenues
for staff to be supported, managed, and accounted for with these changes through networked
improvement communities (NICs), and their associated relationships with communities of practice
(CoPs), as described by Wenger (1999). They serve to bring coherence in a group as it is through their
practice that members in the community form relationships with each other and with their work. Bryk et
al. (2011) have positioned NICs as an avenue to “organizing the diverse expertise needed to solve
complex educational problems” (p. 129). NICs and CoPs, when thought of in a relationship, can help to
level the reactions and further the change proposed in this plan.
NICs, similar to CoPs, build a sense of community and connection with one another, and draw
people together with the hopes of greater shared learning and development with goals to increase
shared buy-in and ultimately greater and collective growth (Bryk et al., 2011; Lave & Wenger, 2001;
Rogers, 2000; Wenger, 1999). Centring NICs and CoPs within the community at CU is important, with the
former to be built within the RO for staff to ensure they can seek a way to find personal and professional
growth and betterment, and the latter to be created more broadly across CU with peers in advising
offices to create a connection greater than what can be created alone in the RO. Building a NIC in the RO
and having it focused on the personal development and growth of staff members into these new
capacities will emphasize the importance of bringing people along through this change. The framing of a
CoP across CU with engagement from the RO will create a stronger connection with faculty advising
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offices and close colleagues in support of students, hopefully creating greater consistency among
advising and student support practices across CU.
To realize the change there needs to be clarity on the resources and dependencies required to
execute the initial changes to put it all in motion. Table 6 speaks to the resources, their purpose for the
change, and the costs in time, money, or energy.
Table 6
Summary of Supports and Resources Required for Change Implementation Plan
Resource
Time

Human

Technical

Purpose

Costs and measures

Evaluation of job descriptions
and whether they are to be
updated or rewritten.

Job descriptions could take up to 30 hours to write
and be analyzed to ensure they meet standards.

Time for the transition between
the current organizational
structure and the new one.

Transition could take up to 8 months having the teams
overlapping one another.

A project manager to lead the
change process and plan the
elements from an objective
perspective with a change
management mindset.

This could take 15 hours a week dedicated to working
on the project while moving other elements of their
job along.

Support from external partners
outside the RO to support the
change process (HR,
compensation, employee
relations, professional learning,
training, and development).

This will require support with job description writing
and the evaluation process.

Those currently in the jobs in the
RO.

The RO staff will need to prepare themselves for role
transition between current jobs and future roles,
which will take approximately 6 months.

Virtual queuing systems for
student use and internal

Aligning with university-wide systems will require
financial contributions to support students and staff.

The job evaluation is a university-wide process that is
dependent on external factors like other jobs that will
be evaluated and could take up to 6 weeks to
complete from submission to completed evaluation.

Employee relations will need to assess speaking notes
and communication points regarding working with the
union and staff.
Partners will need to create developmental learning
opportunities for staff and support the change.
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Resource

Purpose

Costs and measures

communications tools for staff
engagement.
Financial

To define a steady-state financial
situation where the new state is
cost-neutral to the current state
Consciousness of the costs of a
few months of overlap between
the two states.

Managing the middle state between the two service
delivery models will stretch the unit, leading to a
steady-state that is relatively cost-neutral to the
previous state.

The resources needed and associated impacts to realize the change described in this plan are a
necessary reality; they are offered as part of the discussion of this plan to ensure there is a
comprehensive understanding of impact, but they are not meant to imply systemic barriers to success.
The leader of ServiceOne and I should attend to the resources needed to realize the change and to
possible implementation issues and associated risks and limitations of the change for the RO and CU,
broadly. While all leaders and their respective units in the RO at CU will be impacted by this change, the
shifting of service related job functions will need to be heavily navigated by the leader of ServiceOne as
the adopter of all student facing engagement.
Possible Implementation Issues
Several implementation issues may shift or derail this change. Three stand out as significant:
lack of historical change readiness, reliance on execution partners outside the RO at CU, and critical
reception from current staff in the RO.
Lack of Historical Change Readiness
As discussed in Chapter 1, CU has a low readiness level to realize this change per Cawsey et al.’s
(2016) readiness-for-change questionnaire and historical analysis. Previous change experiences within
the RO at CU have been minimal in recent history. With mostly long-serving staff members occupying
RO roles, there will be institutional memory for changes that occurred longer ago, however, the
perception of success of those changes will be varied depending on the person and their perspective.
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This is an issue as the RO is starting from a deficit place of institutional knowledge and understanding
around change. This means there is not a foundational understanding of substantive organizational
change, and where that experience and understanding exist, there has not been a positive sentiment
created through it. When reviewing this possible issue related to the plan outlined in the appendix,
mitigation measures (a staged approach to the various planned stages and slowly introducing elements
like a self-study, external review, and strategic plan, while being transparent through each stage) will
hopefully build clout and capacity to support a greater change when it does occur.
Reliance on Execution Partners Outside the RO at CU
Change cannot happen in isolation. As acknowledged in the PoP of this plan, most HEIs are built
as vertical structures and are engaged with their own goals instead of taking a horizontal approach and
being able to work with and draw connections to other units or the broader goals of the institution
(Keeling et al., 2007; Kramer, 2003; Kuh, 1996). This plan suggests a reworking of those structures in the
RO at CU, and effectively bringing that perspective into the work means bringing it into the
implementation of the change. As a result, there will be engagement among colleagues and partners in
employee relations, compensation, and a number of other offices at CU. Although the work will start in
the RO, there is a need to ensure it moves through partner offices at a considerable pace to keep with
timelines and planning, as acknowledged in Table 6. There will need to be shared buy-in by all offices to
understand the pacing, desired nature of the roles, and the work that will result for the benefit of
several groups. While there does not need to be a great depth of understanding of the rationale, it is
important to bring people into the process as partners as opposed to as just elements of the work
(Armenakis et al., 1993; Whelan-Berry & Somerville, 2010). Should one area not complete its part of the
process in time for another—for example, the meetings with employee relations and the staff union
need to occur before the jobs go to compensation for evaluation—it delays the process and flow relative
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to the other steps in the process. Transparency around the schedule and everyone’s dependency on one
another is key to ensuring pacing can be managed and maintained.
Critical Reception from Current Staff
Although there will be steps that may allude to change occurring through the RO, some staff
members may be taken aback by any announcements of organizational changes. Without presupposing
any individual’s ability to be successful in the new organizational structure, it is reasonable to assume
that not every staff member will be appointed to a role in the new service model. Staff may be impacted
by the change, resulting in them taking a leave or sick time, which may impact service delivery for
students in the interim. Part of being able to realize this change is to document the learning of the
current team and adjust the approach to meet a new service delivery standard, guided by the need for
transformative change for the RO and CU. Staff may not be forthcoming in sharing their work
procedures and actions, and when new staff start to work side-by-side with the current staff there may
be adversarial feelings that create a tense work culture. Negative impacts on the change
implementation plan by the current staff could range from action to take care of themselves in
processing the change (through medical or sick leaves), through lack of performance (withholding
information or impeding team formation), or through negative back-channel storytelling. There may not
be the ability to mitigate these possible issues, but attention to them and ensuring staff have space to
process the change and work within it remains significant to this process being successful.
Considerations, Limitations, and Risks
This plan proposes a transformative approach to service delivery at a large metropolitan
university in Ontario, one that is not common or familiar in approach at other schools in the province or
country. The core motivation behind such a service delivery change is to acknowledge and work with the
diverse and intersectional identities of students. As mentioned, I have a large degree of agency to
propose and enact university-wide change; as well, there is support from leadership at CU. My agency
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and positionality are based partially on the role I have as university registrar, and partially on who I am
as a leader at the institution. As most senior leaders are stable for the next 5 years, these factors
minimize the risk that the change could be derailed by a new senior leader entering the mix. It is,
however, possible, and a further mitigation measure has been to provide academic and third-party
validation of the approach outside of individual leadership desire or hope. This will be done by ensuring
policy briefs and presentations are done to broad audiences that situate the approach within the
grounded theoretical framework of this plan, and by leveraging an external review of the RO and its
services to help support the change implementation.
This change intends to support students at CU and to shift systemic silos in ROs at HEIs,
specifically at CU. The scope of impact rests solely within the RO at CU, but as noted, the role the RO
plays is through students’ entire university experience. That experience is also influenced by other
offices in academic faculties and service areas. Should those areas not choose to make changes to their
service delivery model or consider deeper collaboration with the RO at CU, there could be a
fundamental breakdown in the experience for students. Finding ways to ensure there are strong ties in
communication and collaboration between academic units and the RO will be key to the organizational
success of this change (Clayton-Pedersen & Dungy, 2007; Eaker & Sells, 2007). For consideration of
academic units is not a wholescale change of how they work, per se, but is about ensuring open lines of
communication and engagement exist to ensure there are fewer roadblocks for negative impact on
students.
As this change occurs and provides a large service delivery model shift across CU, it will require
hiring several staff members, and there may be concerns with market viability to have a pool of
appropriate candidates be available to compete for these roles in a timely way to align with the hiring
timelines and work. Mitigating this risk is staggered hiring periods to ensure there is the ability to hire
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over a few time blocks, capturing people who may be interested in the role but at different points in
their present-day careers.
The considerations, limitations, and risks noted here are not substantive enough to stop such a
transformative change at CU, but they do provide appropriate space for a pause to ensure appropriate
steps are taken for it to be successful. The next section reviews possible monitoring and evaluation
frameworks to assess and review the change as it is being implemented and at key milestones for more
summative assessments.
Change Process Monitoring and Evaluation
Embodying my leadership approach as an authentic transformative leader means approaching
the work through transparency and creating a final state different from the then-current state. I am
approaching this PoP with the view that greater self-awareness needs to be fostered among staff to
build their capacity to ensure they can support others (Bass et al., 2003; Walumbwa et al., 2008; Yasir &
Mohamad, 2016). This is combined with a values-driven approach that is social justice-focused and able
to drive substantive systemic change (Astin & Astin, 2000; Caldwell et al., 2012; Shields, 2010, 2012;
Shields & Hesbol, 2020). With this leadership approach in mind, a comprehensive monitoring and
evaluation plan needs to be designed to ensure there is clear alignment with the theoretical framework
shared through Figure 3 in Chapter 2, the leadership approach, and the organizational change
framework shared in Table 5. While the plan, do, study, act (PDSA) model (Deming & Cahill, 2018) offers
an iterative approach to a quality inquiry approach, which aligns with the proposed solution. The PDSA
approach simplifies the steps for analysis, and as such needs to work in consort with other approaches
in order to have a more comprehensive view (Reed & Card, 2016). As such, the work by Markiewicz and
Patrick (2016) will be leveraged for the monitoring and evaluation plan. The structure is iterative and
complex, complementary to the plan and chosen solution, therefore it will be used to build monitoring
and evaluation plans to ensure the change in this plan can be adequately assessed through the
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implementation process and after, toward broader institutional success. The following provides an
approach to scope out the monitoring and evaluation plans, and also presents necessary steps and
measures for each plan.
Monitoring and Evaluation Framework
Markiewicz and Patrick (2016) put forward an approach that is closely focused on results-based
outcomes for programs and projects. Figure 7 outlines a results-based life cycle approach that combines
the planning process along with the necessary evaluative and monitoring aspects, with the stakeholders
at the centre. This plan is driven by the need to recognize the intersectional identities of students at CU,
however, as noted in previous chapters, the intersectional lives of staff members who will need to live
through and execute on the change are also impacted by it. It is important to note that this is not a
linear process, but one that needs to be iterative ensuring engagement at all points through the
monitoring and implementation of this change.
Figure 7
Results-Based Life Cycle Approach

Stakeholder
Engagement
• Students and
staff across CU

•set out structure
and goals
•identify desired
results
•establish monitoring
and evaluation plans

Planning

Monitoring

•project or program
implementation
•iteration to make changes
as needed
•assessment in the moment

Evaluation

•assessment based off of
original goals in planning
process
•formative as well as summative
evaluation
•deep engagement with
stakeholders
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Note. Shows the flow and relationship between planning, monitoring, and evaluation, with stakeholders
shown all around the process. Adapted from Developing Monitoring and Evaluation Frameworks, by A.
Markiewicz and I. Patrick, 2016, p. 33. Copyright 2016 by Sage Publications.
Moving through the monitoring and evaluation process requires thoughtful reflection on the
rationale for the change. The guiding questions for the PoP as outlined in Chapter 1 centre on two areas
that will be key for both plans discussed in this chapter: the impact of traditional structures on
transformative change and culture, and change desires at CU. How does the perception of what has
been a transactional office change to one that offers developmental and proactive support to students?
How does the perception of what a front-line staff member can do for you change? Can CU handle a
large-scale change of what is being proposed in the RO while it intersects with other change
opportunities also impacting the university? Is the culture at CU ready to embrace and work toward this
seismic change?
The staff in the RO at CU are focused on supporting students on their academic journey. This
plan seeks to ensure the staff in the RO at CU act in support of student success through a revised service
delivery model, building a trust-centred organization for staff and students, and ultimately leading to a
change in rankings and public perception as an associated benefit. As mentioned, the future vision of
the RO is to think beyond transactional matters when working with students to ensure a holistic
experience. Concepts of intersectionality (Crenshaw, 1989), student development (Bean & Eaton, 2001;
Tinto, 1993, 1997; Walters, 2003) and student-centredness (Decker, 2013; de la Sablonnière et al., 2009;
Elliott & Healy, 2001; Tinto, 1993; Walters, 2003) have been discussed and ground the movement of this
work. Both the monitoring and evaluation plans need to consider these factors. These questions and
reflections will be carried through the building of the monitoring and evaluation plan for this change in
the sections ahead.
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Monitoring Plan
The monitoring plan will focus on the work to make the fundamental second-order changes
within the organization to realize the proposed solution as outlined in Chapter 2, and the
comprehensive organizational change framework outlined in Table 5. In applying Kotter’s (2012) change
model, some short-term wins may be perceived as first-order change as they can be made quickly
because they require minimal changes or adjustments as they fit into the existing structures (Kezar,
2018). These short-term wins and first-order changes will build to the greater second-order change
sought. The plan will be executed by the leadership within the RO at CU that will be directly impacted by
the change, the leader of the service unit, ServiceOne, and a project manager who will navigate the
change processes within the RO. The execution of the monitoring plan is connected to the
organizational change framework, as it will be approached from an iterative manner, allowing the
feedback from the plan to continue to inform the implementation. It is anticipated that the
implementation will span at least 6 months. The following outlines the four steps to develop the
monitoring plan and how they will play a factor in the ongoing assessment of the change, but first starts
with a series of monitoring questions to guide the plan.
Monitoring questions to guide the plan are based on the questions outlined in Chapter 1
connected to the PoP, and are guided under the domains of appropriateness, effectiveness, efficiency,
impact, and sustainability (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016):
•

To what extent do current staff understand the rationale for the change? (Appropriateness)

•

Were staff members able to leverage the developmental opportunities for opportunities in
the new organizational structure or somewhere else across the university? (Effectiveness)

•

Does the cost of the implementation plan align with the project budget? (Efficiency)

•

Do the changes align with the work of the business units? (Efficiency)
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•

Have new leaders in the organization been working through new processes and successfully
hiring staff into new roles? (Efficiency)

•

Do staff across CU understand the rationale for the change and see the change take effect?
(Impact)

•

To what extent do students see how service will impact them? (Impact)

•

Have other units, teams, or groups at CU started to think about their organizational
structures relative to the RO? (Sustainability)

•

Are staff and/or students acknowledging the benefits of the change and making the
suggestion of new opportunities? (Sustainability)

The following sections speak to the overarching questions offered above and the change
implementation plan (see appendix) for the RO at CU.
Identify Focus
Due to the second-order nature of this organizational change at CU and the substantive nature
of the change, the focus of the monitoring plan will be centred on the context for the change, the
implementation, and the change’s management and governance. Realizing the benefits or results of the
change will come with time and should be connected to more substantive evaluation processes.
Develop Performance Indicators and Targets
With the lack of history of self-reflection or reviews in the RO at CU, setting up a process
through a self-study and external review will be new for many, but will create a baseline for analysis for
a number of the domains. The context for the current state should allow for critical review and
reflection on current practices and how they reinforce traditional, systemic, and privileged practices.
Elevating traditionally excluded students and acknowledging their intersectional identities is
foundational to this plan. Establishing targets that will move toward achieving this goal will be key
through each stage of the plan.
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Quantitative and qualitative measures will need to be employed to assess success. Quantitative
measures will offer insight on time taken from start to finish on an action, the number of students
served, and any responses to follow-up questionnaires. Qualitative measures will provide space for a
narrative focus on individual stories of opportunity and success. These indicators and targets will be
assessed based on both direct and indirect measures depending on people’s level of comfort for
disclosure and access to information based on direct change versus associated change.
Identify Data Collection Processes and Tools
There is a combination of historical data from surveys and logs of documented business
processes that will help to act as a baseline of conversation for several questions offered. The data
points offered are through institutional (CU driven) and global surveys (initiated by third-party groups
and enabled by CU). In addition to leveraging the surveys and logs of documented business processes,
individual conversations can be held with staff along with feedback sessions with staff that can be
offered in either a self-identified or anonymous fashion.
There will be a point when the monitoring plan can turn to regular assessment of student
engagement through this change. Advice from other student-facing stakeholder groups will be key to
ensuring spaces, questions, and conversations can be had with students feeling comfortable to disclose
honestly.
Determine Responsibilities and Time Frames
There are new members of the RO leadership team that will be executing this plan. Some
colleagues in other areas of the RO and across CU are keen to follow the change and realize it for their
work. The work can be divided based on the domain questions in the monitoring plan and therefore the
relevant time for engagement. The time frame needs to be attentive to factors that could skew or
impact results, like assessing staff sentiment close to major announcements or decisions related to the
change. The timing will need to work with the planned summative assessment and evaluation so there is
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a correlation to the items being assessed against the overall goals. The following speaks to the
evaluative measures that help to carry forward the monitoring plan to an effective sustainment level for
assessment.
Evaluation Plan
The data from the monitoring plan and the change implementation plan will help to guide the
building of the evaluation plan. Markiewicz and Patrick (2016) acknowledged the importance of
qualifying the words quality and value when thinking about how to evaluate a project or program. The
terms are most closely connected to the effectiveness domain but also have connections to other
thematic questions. The authors shared a particular lens to these two terms, and the following provides
the connection to the work at CU.
Table 7
Application and Analysis of Quality and Value in the RO at CU
Markiewicz and Patrick
(2016) definitions

Connection to CU

Quality

The intrinsic merit of a
program in relation to
meeting a need.

Building a quality student-centred RO is through evidencebased decision-making, and equipping staff and colleagues with
the right tools, skills, and competencies to do the work.

Value

Extrinsic worth,
significance, usefulness in
relation to key
stakeholders.

Attending to the unique intersectional identities of CU’s
students is foundational to this plan. Students will find value in
the service delivery change in identifying it as a trusting place.
Staff will feel like they have the skills to serve their audience
and the transition has been supportive and well managed.

The execution of this plan will take a number of years to realize completely. Given the long
runway to assess success, and because the average student degree completion, and therefore the
length of time at CU, is between 4 and 5 years, there is a blurring as to when to bring forward formative
and summative evaluations. The monitoring plan will see the change through for the first 18–24 months,
at which point a formative evaluation can occur, with a summative evaluation to occur a few years later
through both a self-assessment and an external evaluation. Once a summative evaluation occurs it will
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provide an opportunity to affirm certain pieces of the work and assess where possible tweaks may need
to occur in the next iteration. When plotting out an evaluation plan, Markiewicz and Patrick (2016)
suggested five steps to building the evaluation plan; the following outlines the steps and their
connection to how this presents at CU.
Determine Overall Evaluation Approach
The evaluation approach will combine the theoretical framework offered in Figure 3 in Chapter
2, centred on key HEI concepts (intersectionality and student development theories), and SIT. There will
be a mixed-method approach taken to this evaluation guided by the theories discussed and the practical
feedback and application of the plan by staff and students. There will be great interest to see the
application of the plan by colleagues across the university and HEI system given its unique attributes. As
discussed in Chapter 1, my authentic transformative leadership approach will guide the implementation
of this plan and will shift the status quo expectation of service at CU. The evaluation approach should
ensure there is a perspective of assessing how the leadership approach impacted the successful
execution of the plan.
Identify Evaluation Questions Requiring Criteria and Standards
Several questions are offered in Chapter 1 to guide this PoP, with another series offered for the
monitoring plan across a few domains. For each question at the evaluation plan level, there should be a
set of criteria that they are measured against and a standard to align with the level of performance
against each criterion (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). For example, if an evaluation question was “To what
extent has the revised service delivery model been regarded as being student-centred?”, the criteria
used to analyze the question can be based on the definition of student-centredness offered in Chapter
2: (a) student development theory-based practices are embedded into every department that involves
student interaction; (b) students are treated uniquely of one another, recognizing difference; and (c)
services support the need, learning, and development from the lens and the place of the student
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(Decker, 2013; de la Sablonnière et al., 2009; Elliott & Healy, 2001; Tinto, 1993; Walters, 2003). The
standard for the three criteria can be assessed on a 5-point scale from exceptional performance to poor
performance.
It would be expected there would be a change over time between when each criterion is
measured against a standard from the formative to the summative evaluations. Should there not be
substantive change between the two, attention should be drawn to that through the self- and external
evaluations.
Identify Focus of Evaluation and Methods for Each Question
Given CU’s readiness for change is relatively low, the effort to realize the change in the RO may
be greater than other changes discussed given the deficit starting point. The complexity is high as is the
risk for failure, and neither should be discounted or ignored through the evaluation. The focus on the
evaluation should be centred on a change in the student experience with the RO at CU and whether
students feel attended to with their unique identities and experiences. Similar to what was
acknowledged in the monitoring plan, a mixed-method approach should be taken with questions from
institutional, unit-based, and sector-wide surveys to guide responses, complemented by participant
interviews and community feedback sessions.
Determine Responsibilities and Time Frames
I will sponsor the evaluation process at both the formative and summative levels. The process
will be led by the director of the service unit, ServiceOne. The formative process will be at a different
scale to the summative process, in that it will be an internal evaluation and will follow the end of the
monitoring plan. A few years after the initiation of the change implementation plan, a more substantial
summative evaluation will occur that will have two complementary pieces: a self-study reflection led by
the director of the unit in partnership with their team, and an external review, led by an academic
leader at CU with three to four industry leaders from across the country conducting interviews and
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submitting a written review on their assessment. This will mimic what was done to kick off the change
process, to bring it full circle. Working with the NIC in the RO or the CoP across CU to realize these
participatory evaluative approaches would be key. Bringing forward these groups through the
implementation, monitoring, and now evaluation stages further strengthens the buy-in, investment, and
sustainability in the final product while creating a continuity of experience for those involved through
the different stages of the change process.
Review the Monitoring and Evaluation Plans
In my capacity as a change agent, I will take primary responsibility for the ongoing review of the
monitoring and evaluation plans along with the leader of the main service unit, ServiceOne, and the
associated leaders of the business units who will have all the student facing service functions moved.
Further accountability will be through the SSAO and the provost to realize the service delivery goals of
the RO. Senior leaders will be keen to see the shift in culture as it can contribute to positive reputation
building for CU.
The effective execution of these plans is through strong leadership in the RO and the application
of successful communication strategies and tactics. What follows is an overview of a four-phase
approach to communicating the change at CU.
Plan to Communicate the Need for Change and Change Process
At the time of writing this plan, I am a relatively new leader at CU. Over the last couple of years,
I have had the opportunity to learn about the culture and work in the RO at CU while hiring many new
leadership team members in the RO. Some of those team members are also new to CU and therefore
need similar acclimatization as me to the institution. This learning process will provide space to ask
questions, be curious, and implement measures from a place of not having any preconceived or
historical background.
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The following provides context to key players at CU and externally who will need to be engaged
and communicated with to bring about this change. It also outlines Cawsey et al.’s (2016, pp. 262-265)
four-phase communication approach, which will be used to communicate this change: (a) prechange
approval, (b) creating the need for change, (c) midstream change and milestone communications, and
(d) confirming the change success.
Key Populations for Communication
With an organization as large as CU, several individuals need to be engaged to foster buy-in
across all levels and areas of the university, as part of the overall plan. The change implementation plan
portion of this chapter outlines three stakeholders who are closely connected to this change: students,
staff in the RO, and staff across CU. These three groups are key to the change implementation, but so
are a number of groups around these roles: senior leadership at CU, peers in similar roles at ROs across
Ontario and Canada, and third-party organizations. The latter two groups are peripherally impacted by
the change and are needed much less for buy-in purposes than for ongoing engagement and partnership
as colleagues in the sector.
As there are unique players in this change process, there will need to be a great deal of
attention to the narrative. This is key to knowledge mobilization efforts to ensure the necessary details
are provided to, consumed by, and analyzed appropriately by each group of people. As noted earlier in
this plan, change initiatives have a high failure rate (Whelan-Berry & Somerville, 2010), and they tend to
fail not because of viability or the intention of the work, but rather because of misunderstanding of
impact and action for the reason for the proposed change (Armenakis et al., 1993; Beatty, 2016; Cawsey
et al., 2016; Whelan-Berry & Somerville, 2010). In that same way, working with Kotter’s (2012) change
model, and furthered by Hiatt (2006), if stakeholders do not understand the rationale, motivation, or
the difference the change will make, the process has a high likelihood of failure. Students remain in the
centre of this change effort, however, if those around them—senior leadership, staff, and external
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organizations—cannot reiterate the same key messages as those at the closest point of change, then
there could be great cause for concern. Students have a keen aptitude to adapt to change more quickly
than other stakeholders. They are surrounded by a change in all aspects of their life more regularly than
others, and therefore their understanding of change is more present and ready than other stakeholders,
as discussed. As a result, students will be the harshest critics of this change if the messages do not align
with action. Aligning with knowledge mobilization efforts, the following section highlights key messages
that all groups should be able to reiterate and digest through their unique communication channels.
Key Messages for the Change
Regardless of the audience, the following key messages should be understood by all groups and
be able to be conveyed to other interested parties:
•

The change is guided by evidence: the make-up of the student body, feedback students have
provided about the service experience, and feedback staff has shared about not being
empowered to fully act on a student’s behalf.

•

The change is implemented by theoretical practices and what students needs, prioritizing the
needs of the student over theoretical practices. Meaning, if a student’s needs were not
congruent with what theory says, it will guide the approach. As discussed, Tinto (2006)
acknowledged his own theoretical practices (Tinto, 1988) were misaligned with students of that
present day, needing to reframe and reapproach the work. A similar thinking will be employed.

•

A revised service model will minimize or eliminate internal referrals within the RO and ensure
more thoughtful referrals across CU.

•

First-point-of-contact support will be provided by highly qualified and trained staff members to
complete most requests a student may have.

•

The initial changes will happen in a short period (less than 6 months), but the impact of the
change will take a few years to be realized in full.
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•

More than delivering service, it is also about culture change in the RO at CU.
Determining how these messages show up, and how they are rephrased or positioned, will

depend on the audience and the phase of communication, aligned with the knowledge mobilization
efforts. The nuance of understanding the audience to develop the unique messaging will be key to
success (Schein, 2017). This means also taking into consideration the questions and issues that surface
for each stakeholder. Differences will vary greatly from the staff member in the RO to the member of
the third-party organization that will interact with this new model. As the change agent, there are two
questions I will need to keep in mind as we move through communicating the various elements of this
change: (a) who else needs to know?; and (b) what is in it for them? The latter question will resonate
with almost every stakeholder and will embed the idea of reciprocity in this work. As a change agent in
the process, along with the leader of ServiceOne, I will need to ensure when styling messaging and
anticipating concerns or questions we can pre-empt and attend to concerns before they are articulated
by different groups.
Four-Phase Communication Approach
Cawsey et al. (2016) offered a multistage communication approach for engaging different
audiences, with content through a certain medium, at the four phases presented in Table 8. Following
the table is a description of each phase that speaks to its relevance and interconnectivity with the other
phases. The communication plan messages and flow connects closely with my authentic leadership
approach, weaving through a values-driven and people centred approach to the engagement.
Table 8
Four-Phase Communication Approach for Change
Phase
Prechange

Communication plan messages
Highlight some of the key problems and
issues at hand.

Stakeholders
Provost & VP
(academic)
SSAO

Medium
In-person/live
conversations
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Phase

Communication plan messages
Share the need for change based on
evidence.
Identify avenues to ensure engagement
and alignment from stakeholders.

Developing
the need
for the
change

Stakeholders
Deans
Select assistant
vice-presidents

Identify the importance of continuous
improvement.

Staff in the RO
Staff across CU

In-person/live
conversations

Share current context and rationale for the
benefit behind the change.

Leadership team in
the RO

Presentations or focus
groups
Email communication
and surveys

Showcase possible opportunities and
benefits for students and staff through this
positive change.
Communicate the change to impacted
units and the associated groups in the RO.

Provost & VP
(academic)

In-person/live
conversations

Identify a progress communication
approach to ensure people are kept up to
date about the different elements of
change: job postings, reporting line
changes, and the like.

SSAO

Email communication

Focus on the positive impact for
stakeholders at the end of the day.
Build a questions and answer (Q&A)
document to help respond to key
concerns, share broadly.
Confirming
the change

Presentations or focus
groups

Leadership team in
the RO

Align with divisional goals and impacts.

Midstream
change

Medium

Deans
Select assistant
vice-presidents
Leadership team in
the RO
Staff in the RO
Staff across CU
Students

Ensure data points are shared openly
across all groups.

Provost & VP
(academic)

In-person/live
conversations

Ensure Q&A remains up to date with new
questions that come from staff or the
Union.

SSAO
Deans

Presentations or focus
groups

Celebrate key stages of the change.

Select assistant
vice-presidents

Email communication
and surveys

Work with the student advisory committee
to confirm approach and impact for
students.

Leadership team in
the RO

Reports and formal
follow-up

Encourage and collect feedback.
Share the next steps for the second phase
and evaluation approach.

Staff in the RO
Staff across CU
Students
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Note. Adapted from Organizational change: An action-oriented toolkit, by T. F. Cawsey, G. Deszca, & C.
Ingols, 2016, pp. 262-265. Copyright 2016 by Sage Publications.
Prechange Phase
The need for change was clear to me upon my arrival at CU through my lived experience and
was further emphasized shortly thereafter by senior leadership at the university who documented the
need for change in the university’s academic plan for advancing elements of access to CU (CU, 2021b).
The intent of the prechange phase is to shift and convince senior leadership that the change is needed.
Luckily, there is an understanding that there needs to be a change; however, there still needs to be
influence and authority sought to approve the extent and depth of the change (Beatty, 2016; Cawsey et
al., 2016). This phase aligns well with Kotter’s (2012) stages of establishing a sense of urgency and
creating the guiding coalition. With its connection to institutional goals and priories, it starts the change
off in a good place. The engagement has been mostly with the leadership in senior administration; in
this phase, engagement with the deans and academic leadership will also be important, as will
positioning the communication from their perspectives, with an understanding of the downstream
impact to their administrative teams.
Developing the Need for the Change Phase
This phase is crucial to exposing the larger staff team in the RO to the change that needs to
occur. The communication to staff impacted most closely by the change will need to be clear, and
relatable without being blaming or accusatory (Cawsey et al., 2016). The largest risk with this phase of
communication is around relatability to the various audiences in providing a clear, compelling reason for
the change to move it forward. Building out a need for change from the lens of those staff members
most impacted will be critical to the change’s success. Part of the rationale for the change will need to
come from earlier change aspects—namely the self-study and external review—to draw data points
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from, along with survey information from other sources. Trust at this stage will be important to people
so they can be brought along through the process.
My authentic transformative leadership approach can align with surfacing greater transparency
for the change and the rationale. This phase connects well with the Kotter (2012) stages of developing a
vision and strategy, communicating the change vision, and verges on empowering employees for broadbased action, so it will work through those sections of the change implementation plan. In this phase, it
will be critical to shine a light on things that may not have been highlighted explicitly or seen before by
previous leaders or current staff members. As noted, there are several long-service staff members in the
RO at CU, and perspective may be needed on what happens at other HEIs and the opportunity for
change and student impact at CU.
Midstream Change Phase
Keeping people up to date on the change happening in the RO will be central to this midstream
phase. There will be various types of communication depending on the audience: more detailed
information for staff within the RO than for those outside of the RO and than for senior leaders at CU. As
the basis of this change is centred on an organizational change in rethinking a service delivery model
across the RO, it will be important to be as clear and transparent as possible to help people to
understand the end-of-the-day impact on their jobs and how their reporting structures will change. I will
have an engagement and communication tracker for people to understand the timelines and where we
are at in the change process. The data tracker will also allow for greater ease of content sharing to other
groups like the provost and SSAO.
As Cawsey et al. (2016) notes, this phase will be important to ensure change agents and leaders
understand that storytelling may be developing or brewing among staff and there may be a need to
adjust and correct any misunderstandings. Job descriptions will be reviewed and likely rewritten to
reflect the new desired state. There will need to be particular attention drawn to the difference
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between the role descriptions and the expectations in a new service model. There will be some narrative
that will emerge about the congruence with the current state and the future state and a sentiment that
not much will change; this is based on past stories that have been shared about other changes across
CU.
Being transparent that individuals who are in the RO currently may not be successful in the new
opportunities as the change plan gets implemented (see appendix) will be important for continued trust
building in the RO. While not the motivation behind the change, it is an outcome. The team will be
supported through the process, and it will be important to be clear and direct to ensure they understand
the reality. In preparation for this reality, the provost and SSAO have been made aware and are
supportive of possible severance payouts that may need to occur for current staff members who do not
have a job in the new model. This may have a further impact on culture, as noted in the change
implementation plan. As the change agent, I need to ensure clarity, timeliness, and direct
communication about the nature and impact of the change (Cawsey et al., 2016) to ensure there is a
reduced amount of resistance and hopefully deeper engagement associated with the change. I will have
ongoing conversations with the leaders of all business, enabling and service areas in the RO through the
change. These conversations will keep the topic top of mind for everyone, remind everyone of the
shared work, and ensure they are best equipped to engage with their staff through the change. In
support of all staff members having an opportunity to be successful through the change process,
learning and development sessions will be offered on resume building and interview preparation in the
lead-up to the job postings. Mental health resources are offered to all staff through their health plans,
and they will be referred to these resources to ensure supports exist to prepare for the role as well as
for possible personal impact. Creating opportunities for success in these roles, and if not these, other
roles at CU, is important to me as a change agent, but also to the values of CU.
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Most of the change communication at this level will be through email and face-to-face,
however, a resource may be used to build out the communication and engagement tracker to provide a
single point of contact for the team to reference as we go through this process. There will need to be a
balance of how group conversations are facilitated in a face-to-face or virtual space to ensure there is
safety among colleagues to ask questions openly and have everyone’s questions answered.
Confirming the Change Phase
During this phase of confirming the change, it will be important to have ongoing updates of the
work done during the previous phrases, like the Q&As, shared openly with staff to keep people up to
date. There will be several moments in the RO at CU over the weeks after the change announcement
where there will be uncertainty in the future of people’s work and the state of the RO. Several moments
will be milestones for the RO that will start to see the shift in the culture, and that needs to be
acknowledged and celebrated. It will be necessary to ensure any acknowledgement or celebration does
not come across as being dismissive of the lives and state of current staff members. The need to
celebrate and take a positive lens to any change approach is necessary to ensure there is a continuous
acknowledgement of the hard work happening and the common direction the RO is moving toward
(Cawsey et al., 2016).
Next Steps and Future Considerations
This plan has discussed how to operationalize a solution to the PoP, which acknowledges the
lack of student-centredness in service delivery models in the RO at a large HEI in Ontario, CU. The
change implementation plan (see appendix) outlines an approach aligned to Solution 2 offered in
Chapter 2: build-up and empower service delivery unit. The following section outlines the next steps for
the RO at CU, CU as a whole, and what can be done in the field in Canada. Future considerations are
offered as well for further discussion and explorations.
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The RO at CU
As the RO moves through the next stages after the plan is fully implemented and as it moves
toward anchoring new approaches in the culture (Kotter, 2012), solidifying a process for ongoing
evaluation, assessment, and review of the service model is needed. Toward the end of the
implementation plan timeline period, there will be an advisory committee established, composed of
individuals in the RO and across the university, built from the NICs and CoPs created through the change
process. The advisory committee will help to ensure the service model change can remain contemporary
and move beyond the status quo. In addition to staff and faculty stakeholders, students will be engaged
in the committee as the key stakeholders.
Across CU
The social justice goals and focus of this plan can be translated to several places across CU.
Elevating traditionally excluded students and building a service delivery model that acknowledges and
works with intersectional identities is foundational to the work discussed in this plan. The student body
at CU should be provided with the same experience across all areas of service, not just within the RO.
The university should establish a common set of standards among other core areas of service delivery at
CU: international student services and programs, cooperative education and career development office,
and academic advising offices in faculties. There is a benefit to identifying these offices as core places for
the delivery of service due to their broad touchpoints to students at the university. It will be necessary
to identify the most common offices and service areas that serve graduate and postdoctoral students,
because the different nature of their engagement with HEIs and varied goals may not bring them to a
cooperative education office, for example.
Higher Education in Canada
There are a few, if any, institutions in Canada that employ the suggested holistic support to
service delivery in the RO. As discussed, the effective execution of this plan can better position CU as a
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competitive university for student choice. There will be a question of whether CU should position this
innovative approach as a unique competitive advantage to the student experience, or work toward
ensuring a similar approach can be taken by other institutions, thereby increasing the capacity and
support for more students to be supported in this way. The organizational structures described by
Keeling et al. (2007), Kuh (1996), and Lauren (2006) all positioned the work of ROs in the same way at
HEIs: as vertical single-focused entities as opposed to horizontal crosscutting structures. This plan can
shake up and shift the perception of structural design at ROs across Canada. At a minimum, it will be
important to share the change model with colleagues in the field of student affairs and registrarial
services through conferences, written case studies, or literature. Regardless of the outcomes or
approach to the change model, this can offer a templated way to approach service changes at other HEIs
as well as address a dearth of literature available on the work in a Canadian context in HEI.
Future Considerations
SIT speaks to formation in personal and work contexts. A staff member’s identity can be formed
by their workplace and the work they do on a day-to-day basis. It is also formed through the capacity
that is inherent in them: their racial identity, their ethnic context, sexual orientation, and other
dimensions. As noted in this plan, the focus is to attend to the intersectional lives of students at CU,
however, the intersectional lives of the staff who work in the RO are also important. Due to limitations
of time, space, and scope, that was not able to be explored in great depth. Questions for future
consideration and research include: how do the intersectional identities of staff impact their ability to be
successful in their jobs? Can and should staff identity define work function? How do organizational
structures reflect or acknowledge a staff member’s identity? If so, how is emotional labour accounted
for in those roles? How is a balance struck between specialist capacities that have been built through
lived experience and those built through formal learning? How are these capacities assessed in an
interview process?
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As the proposed solution in this plan is realized, it can profoundly change and shift the culture in
the RO at CU and in the expectation that students have for service delivery at CU. Suggesting a flipped
approach to service delivery by putting skilled professionals as the first point of contact and empowering
those individuals to have ownership of their work will cause some disruption from those who have
grown accustomed to a traditional service model. It positions the student at the centre of the work. It
reminds higher education professionals and change agents, like me, of the importance of being guided
by student development theory, the unique identity of the student in front of us, and the significance of
a tailored approach to service: one size does not fit all.
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Appendix
Change Implementation Plan
Organizational change
framework stage

Change implementation
plan stage

Rationale for stage

Timeline for stage

Creating the guiding coalition

Engagement with the
staff union

This is an opportunity to engage the staff union
leadership to ensure they are aware of the
rationale of the work to come.
Before this stage, as it shows up throughout the
implementation plan, is engagement with the
employee relations office, as they steward the
relationship with the staff union.

Aligned with regular
meetings between HR
and the union.

Establishing a sense of urgency

Self-study of the RO

It is an opportunity to complete a self-analysis as a
starting point, built by the team for the benefit of
the team. This self-reflection activity has not been
completed for over 20 years.

2 to 3 months.

Establishing a sense of urgency

External review process

This will leverage the self-reflective document to
guide a comprehensive external review with
leaders from ROs in Canada.
It will be necessary to have engagement from
across the RO and CU to share stories and reflective
activities historically, present-day, and for the
future state.

1 week, with a series of
meetings over 5 days.

Once the external review recommendations have
been submitted and shared with staff in the RO,
they will be shared with the union to advise on the
next steps.

Aligned with regular
meetings between HR
and the union.

Establishing a sense of urgency
Creating the guiding coalition

Engagement with the
staff union

A report to be submitted
within 1 month of the
review week.
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Organizational change
framework stage
Creating the guiding coalition

Change implementation
plan stage

Rationale for stage

Timeline for stage

Iteration of
organizational changes
with RO leadership team

The leadership team will work through the
recommendations from the external review and
posit possible solutions.

Over a few days after the
completion of the
external review process.

RO strategic plan
creation

This will leverage the staff engagement through the
previous steps to build out a strategic plan to guide
the work of the RO beyond the execution of the
proposed solution.
The CoPs created will work through different
elements of building out the strategic plan.

Over 4 to 6 months.

Iteration of
organizational changes
with service areas
leadership team

I will identify and pitch an approach with the
leaders of the business and service units in the RO.
We will work to iterate job descriptions, role
functions, and an approach to realize the change.

Over 2 to 4 months.

Creating the guiding coalition

Engagement with the
staff union

Sharing the intention of the organizational change
with the staff union will help to foster buy-in.

Aligned with regular
meetings between HR
and the union.

Generating short-term wins

Move service functions
from one business unit
to the service unit

An initial move can show the shift in service culture
and realign service delivery.

Before the start of an
academic term

Creating the guiding coalition

Engagement with human
resources

We will work with human resources to ensure
compliance with collective agreements and
organizational choices.

Over a few weeks.

Communicating the change
vision

Advising RO staff of the
organizational changes

This is the first opportunity for communication with
staff about the organizational changes, starting
with those directly impacted, the why, the bigger

A few meetings over one
day.

Developing a vision and strategy
Developing a vision and strategy
Communicating the change
vision
Empowering employees for
broad-based action
Developing a vision and strategy
Communicating the change
vision
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Organizational change
framework stage

Change implementation
plan stage

Rationale for stage

Timeline for stage

picture, and the benefits and rationale for the
change, followed by those peripherally impacted.
Creating the guiding coalition

New leadership roles
posted and hired

Once there is clarity on the intention behind the
change, the leader of ServiceOne and other
impacted units will hire new leadership staff
members.

New roles posted and
hired

The new leadership team members will then hire
staff through a multistage hiring period.

Twice over 4 months.

New roles onboarded

Bringing new team members on board will be
effective through a multiple-week process.

4 weeks of onboarding
happening over two
hiring cycles.

Consolidating gains and
producing more change

Transition between old
and new staff members
transition

Staff in previous roles will be working beside
individuals newly hired and will need to find a place
and opportunity for ease of transition in support of
students.

3 months.

Consolidating gains and
producing more change
Anchoring new approaches in
the culture

Culture transformation

Buy-in through other units in the RO is important,
especially in thinking about how it will connect to
colleagues across the university.

2 to 3 years.

Empowering employees for
broad-based action
Creating the guiding coalition
Empowering employees for
broad-based action
Empowering employees for
broad-based action
Generating short-term wins
Consolidating gains and
producing more change

Note. Adapted from Leading Change, by J. P. Kotter, 2012, pp. 35–166. Copyright 2012 by Harvard Business Review Press.

